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LOCATION OF INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 SOUTH 
(Maryland and District of Columbia) 


TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1960 
U.S. Senate, 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps 
or THE ComMiITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 o’clock a.m., in room 
4200, New Senate Office Building, Senator Edmund Muskie presiding. 

Present: Senators Muskie (presiding), Moss, Case of South Da- 
kota, Cooper, and Fong. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

This subcommittee was set up at the request of Senator Case, who 
has shown a particular interest in the location of Interstate Route 
70-S. 

This subcommittee is concerned principally with two points: First, 
whether the selection as recently announced by the Bureau of Public 
Roads was made in accordance with the procedure set up by the — 
eration between departments, and I am referring particularly to the 
language in section 103(d), reading as follows: 

The routes of this system shall be selected by joint action of the State highway 
departments of each State and the adjoining States, subject to approval by the 
Secretary as provided in subsection (e) of this section. 

We are interested also in determining whether or not there is a 
statutory obstacle to the selection of what might otherwise be the 
best route in terms of the best interests of the area and the people 
concerned. 

I think that at this point I would like to ask Senator Case to make 
a brief comment with respect to this problem, since he is the movin 
party in the selection of the subcommittee, and in the interest whic 
has been shown by the Subcommittee on Public Roads on this problem. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS CASE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Senator Casr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I think you have stated the two points so far as the law is concerned 
with which this committee is appropriately concerned. My interest 
in this grows not merely out of my interest in the Interstate Highway 
System and the construction of roads generally, but also by reason 
of my membership on the Committee on District Affairs for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and my service at one time as chairman of that 
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committee, which has made me reasonably sensitive to the financial 
problems of the District of Columbia, both in the service as chairman 
of the District Committee and as a member at one time of the Appro- 
priations Committee which deals with the District of Columbia. I 
am aware that the District of Columbia constantly has a struggle to 
balance its budget and when it is unable to do so from its tax revenues, 
it makes a call upon the Federal Government for a contribution to its 
budget, so that whenever any situation arises which would seem to 
deplete the tax base of the District, it increases the pressures upon the 
Congress to make an increased appropriation for the District’s 
treasury. 

As you have indicated, my special interest in this area grows out 
of the report in the press that the Bureau of Public Roads had indi- 
cated a route for 70-S into the inter loop of the city which, according 
to reports, would injure the tax base of the city, and the press report 
was that this selection, as indicated by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
was due to the necessity of selecting a direction. 

It occurred to me that it would be helpful, as we are approaching 
the drafting of the biennial Highway Act, to consider whether or not 
there should be any modification of the basic law in order, as you have 
indicated, Mr. Chairman, to permit the selection of the optimum route, 
the best route. If there is anything in the history of the law with 
respect to its effect in this field here in the District of Columbia, we 
ought to know it. 

The Cuairman. Thank you, Senator Case. 

I might add that it is the objective of this committee to undertake 
to contribute to as speedy a solution of this problem as possible, as 
well as the best one. Speaking for both Senator Case and myself, 
I am sure that there has been delay perhaps which was necessary in 
terms of resolving the differences in points of view, but that delay 
which ought to end as quickly as possible in order that we can get about 
this business. 

So may I call first upon the Federal Highway Administrator, 
Mr. Tallamy, on points which concern the committee particularly, 
and any other points, Mr. Tallamy, which you think might contribute 
to the committee’s understanding of your point of view. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR; ACCOMPANIED BY HON. ELLIS L. ARMSTRONG, 
COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; JOSEPH BARNETT 
AND MRS. MARY K. NICHOLSON 


Mr. Tatnamy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; I would be very happy 
to discuss this subject. I think there is considerable misunderstand- 
ing with regard to it. 

By way of introduction to my remarks and to lay a foundation for 
the further discussions, I thought it might be well to point out the 
difference between the methods of apportioning money to the various 
States for the Interstate System as compared to the traditional A-B—C 
method of apportioning money, because that is basic to our considera- 
tion today, and I am afraid that it is not clearly understood by the 
public at large. 
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Actually, as we know, the normal A~B-C program, the traditional 
program, which is considered the regular State highway work, is 
divided into primary system roads, secondary system roads, and urban 
arterial highways. Funds have been apportioned for these highways 
on an arithmetical basis with the area of the State, or the District. of 
Columbia, with the population of the State, and with the broad mile- 
age of the State as principal elements in the formulas. 

For example, on the primary highway system, the apportionments 
are made on the basis of one-third area, one-third population and 
one-third road mileage. That has been the formula for years, 

When the Interstate System was developed, it was thought on the 
part of the Congress and the administration back in 1956 that it was 
necessary to develop another system of highways, one that would 
carry a large proportion of the traffic on a limited mileage and one 
that could be completed simultaneously in all of the States. In order 
to accomplish this simultaneous completion, as compared to a con- 
tinuing program, such as we have for the primary, secondary, and 
urban highways, the Congress established a principal of apportioning 
money to the various States based upon the ratio of the cost of com- 
pleting the stystem in each State to the cost of completing the system in 
the entire United States. 

So that you see, as we went on, year after year, we would be sure 
that at the end of the program all of the States would be finishing the 
system simultaneously. 

Well, it would have been difficult early in the program to apportion 
the money on that particular basis because there were no sound esti- 
mates of cost, of completing the Interstate System. So the Congress 
in its wisdom decided that for the first 3 years we would apportion 
money for the Interstate System work on an arithmetical formula 
basis, half of which funds were to be a yportioned on the primary 
system basis and the other half on a coeletation basis. It wasn’t until 
after 3 years that we were to apportion the funds on a cost-to-complete 
basis. "The first 3 years were the fiscal years 1957, 1958, and 1959. 

We had submitted an estimate of completing the Interstate System 
during that first 3-year period. For fiscal 1960, we apportioned the 
money on the basis of simultaneous completion, namely, the cost of 
completing the system in a particular State, as compared with the cost 
of completing the system nationwide. 

The Congress in considering this in 1956 realized that as time went 
on there would be improvements in the estimates. We would have 
years, more years, of experience building the system, more highways 
would be planned in detail, more rights-of-way would have actually 
been purchased, so that as time went on, there would actually be a 
refinement in the cost of completing this system and, therefore, a refine- 
ment in the method of apportioning the funds on that basis. 

The first revised estimate of cost of completing this system is to be 
submitted to the Congress in January next year. We are busy work- 
ing on the new estimate of cost now. That will be used first for the 
apportionment of funds for fiscal year 1963. After a few years, 
there will be another revised estimate of cost, and so on until the com- 
pletion of the program. 

During the period between 1956 and to date, most of the routes 
have been established. Through the joint action of States where two 








4 LOCATION OF INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 SOUTH 





States are involved and by the action of the State highway depart- 
ment itself when we are talking of a highway wholly within a State, 
detailed locations have actually been established, and estimates of cost 
of completing this system are based upon those detailed locations. 

However, there are a few cases where such detailed locations have 
not yet been established. The Interstate System concept was developed 
with a corridor area as being the consideration for a highway between 
principal points of origin and destination of traffic. 

For example, we decided we needed a route, say, between Washing- 
ton and Baltimore and Baltimore to Wilmington, and so on north, 
but in the original development of the program, there was no detailed 
location for the highway within this broad corridor. The law, as we 
interpret it, indicates that in selection of a route within a corridor we 
shall determine it in the most direct manner practicable—which is 
practical—and we do have a corridor for the area between Frederick, 
Md., and downtown Washington which is generally called the 
route 240 location. 

There is no detailed agreement as to the specific location of this 
highway as it extends from Pooks Hill into downtown Washington. 
The CuatrMANn. You say there is no agreement at the moment ? 

Mr. Tattamy. There is no agreement as to the specific location. A 
number of studies have been made, many discussions have been held 
between the District and Maryland and with the Bureau, but so far 
they have not been able to come into agreement. 

In view of the fact 

The Cuarman. At this point, Mr. Tallamy, may I ask, what is your 
understanding as to the agency representing the District under law? 

Mr. TatitAmy. What is the agency representing the District ? 

The CHairman. Yes. 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is the Department of Highways. 

The Cuatrman. Do I understand that no route can be selected with- 
out the approval of the Department of Highways of the District ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

The Crarmman. So that that agency has the power to veto any 
selection ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Any final detailed location. 

And a final detailed location has not been decided upon. As I say, 
many discussions have been held between Maryland, District of Co- 
lumbia, and we, the Bureau of Public Roads, have participated in a 
number of them. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if we could go back for just a moment, 
with respect to the understanding as to the difference in plans between 
A-B-C and Interstate Systems, of course, the members of the com- 
mittee are quite familiar with that. 

I think it is true that the public may not understand that, but the 
matter of the higher proportion of Federal sharing with the Inter- 
state System as compared with the A—B-C system, on the primary 
and secondary roads, really goes back further than 1956. There was a 
time when we had a 75-25 division of cost of Interstate System under 
an emergency program a number of years ago. I think it was the 
1954 act, when I was chairman of the Road Subcommittee, that 
we established a 60-40 division. That was because we recognized that 
the States here are not going to propose projects on the Interstate Sys- 
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tem with a higher per-mile cost due to the building of the Interstate 
System to a higher standard than the A-B-C roads as rapidly as 
would be necessary to get action on the Interstate System. 

Particularly States with the large rural area would naturally want 
to get the most miles for each road dollar that they could. They could 
get more in the secondary or primary system than they would in 
building an Interstate System, and if they had to match on a 50-50 
basis they would put their dollars on the roads that would give them 
the most miles of roads. 

So in 1954, in the 1954 act, we changed the percentage of cost 
sharing. We had the Federal Government put up 60 cents of the 
dollar and 40 cents for the State on the Interstate System. I think 
originally, as the bill was proposed to the Senate, I think was a two- 
thirds, one-third. After we passed the 1954 act, when the President 
came out with his message to the conference of Governors and asked 
for an acceleration on the Interstate System, then Congress did take 
- the idea of extending this principle of increasing the Federal 
share. 

The Clay committee’s report was historic in that connection. 

In 1955, when the Senate first passed the bill on this, the Senate 
proposed using a higher percentage for the Federal Government and 
it was incorporated in the 1956 act on the basis of 90 percent Federal, 
10 percent State, as a means of encouraging the States to propose 
interstate projects to get the system completed. 

As Mr. Tallamy has said, along with that was developed the concept 
of trying to get the interstate road completed by a target date. 

In the first acceleration of the program in the 1956 act, we did 
not adopt the needs formula completely. I think we put 50 percent 
on the old formula and 50 percent on the needs formula for the ap- 
portionment of the funds among the States. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Fifty percent on population and fifty percent on the 
old formula? 

Senator Case. Yes. Fifty percent on population and fifty percent 
on the old formula as some concession to the needs formula as reflected 
by population, and then asked for this estimate as you said and it 
developed that we called for the subsequent revisions of estimates be- 
cause the original estimates seemed to have been developed by the 
different States under different standards, 

Now, I think that the Congress has pretty well accepted the idea 
that we should try to get the system completed by a target date and 
have it finished in all of the States, finished as a unit, and it is essen- 
tial, if we are going to do that, to have some basis for making the 
estimate of costs. 

And I have assumed that the action, or indicated action, that was 
taken by the Administrator was with a view to getting some estimate 
of cost for the completion of 70-S into the city of Washington so 
that it could go into the overall total of costs that will be considered 
by Congress next year as the basis for subsequent apportionments. 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

Senator Casr. That was the spur or the occasion for your going into 
the matter at this time ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

The point that I was making and which is in addition to what you 
said is that a detailed location for the construction of 70-S has not been 
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decided upon. The law as we interpret it indicates that we should 
establish a route as direct as practicable. The corridor in which such 
a route would be located generally follows Route 240, U.S. 240. 

The Cuamman. May I ask you, Mr. Tallamy, whether the corridor 
has been finally selected ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. The corridor has not been selected by definitive action 
on the part of the District and on the part of Maryland. 

The Cuamman. Which agency initiates the proposal with respect 
to selection of the corridor ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. The designation of a route is established by the joint 
action of Maryland and the District of Columbia with the approval 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. Years ago they agreed that there 
should be a direct connection into downtown Washington from 
Frederick, between Frederick and downtown Washington. 

The detailed location of the corridor was not established except as 
to the development of control points stipulating Frederick and stipu- 
lating downtown Washington. 

So that we feel that the most direct corridor between those two 
designated points should be established under the existing legislation. 
However, we recognize that there may be a deviations in physical loca- 
tion of the detailed route within that corridor or even extending out- 
side of a most direct corridor if detailed engineering studies reveal 
that it is impossible or not practicable to go in the most direct manner. 

So far as the Bureau of Public Roads has not had information 
submitted to it which it feels demonstrates there is no practical, reason- 
able way of following a direct corridor between Frederick and down- 
town Washington, We, therefore, believe that an estimate to be pre- 

ared for the purpose of apportioning funds to the District of Co- 
umbia should follow the direct corridor in view of the fact that it is 
not demonstrated that it is impractical physically and otherwise to 
develop a route along the direct corridor. 

Senator Casr. You feel, then, that the present law requires you to 
approve only the most direct route in the absence of showing that 
the most direct route is not practical ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. I would say that is so. The word “practical” 
of course, is 

The Cuarrman. May I pose another facet to that question and get 
your reaction to both. Is it necessary to show that the most direct 
route is not practical or is it sufficient to show that another route is 
more practicable ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Well, they go hand in hand. No showing has been 
made to the Bureau which the Bureau feels shows either one of those 
cases. ‘There has been much discussion, much preliminary sketch 
planning of possible locations and different routes and different cor- 
ridors, even, for the traffic coming from the Pooks Hill area to down- 
town Washington. 

The Cratrman. Now, the only way for a route other than the 
most direct one to be brought to the attention of the Bureau of Public 
Roads for consideration is through the Department of Highways of 
the District and comparable Maryland agencies; is that right ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. You are saying now that neither of these agencies 
nor these agencies jointly have presented to you a case for a route 
other than the most direct route; is that true? 
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Mr. Tattamy. No; I am saying that they have not submitted a 
case to us which we in the Bureau feel definitely shows that it is not 
practical to build a route in the general Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

The CrarrmMan. But they have presented a case to you for some 
route ? 

Mr. Tautamy. Informally, there have been discussions of different 
possibilities in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor and in another corridor. 

The Cuarrman. But no formal attempt to make a case for any 
particular route as of now. 

Mr. TatiAmy. No; 1 would say not. 

Senator Case. What specifically have you done? Have you put 
anything in writing or said anything in any formal presentation to 
anybody ¢ i 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. We had a conference in my office some time 
ago of representatives of the District Highway Department, Mary- 
land State Roads Commission, the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, and others, at which time general discussions were held as to 
the possibility of moving the corridor to the east of Rock Creek Park 
location, running more or less directly from downtown Washington 
to Silver Spring, and thereby connecting with an outer loop, and 
through the outer loop going westerly to the Route 240 corridor. 

The Crairman. May I ask you this: Is it apparently the intention 
to work out an informal agreement before a formal proposal is pre- 
sented to the Bureau ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, the State highway departments can do it any- 
way; they can work it up between themselves and then present it to 
the Bureau as a joint action or they may request us to sit in with them 
during the course of their conferences, 

The Cuatrman. Are either of those processes underway at the 
moment ? 

Mr. Tartiamy. At the moment, no. I don’t believe so. I don’t 
know what the two States are doing jointly, but so far as we are con- 
cerned I don’t know of anything definite, probably because at that 
particular time I advised them that so far as the estimate of cost is 
concerned that I saw no reason for them not to follow an alinement 
in the general Wisconsin Avenue corridor because that is the more 
direct one; it is the one which will move interstate traffic system most 
directly from Frederick to downtown Washington, to connect with the 
inner loop and nothing was presented which would indicate that there 
was not a practical way of accomplishing that. There appeared to be 
a practical way of accomplishing it, although I made it very clear 
that adjustments in any specific location within the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor could certainly be done in the future. It is also true that if 
future engineering studies, deliberations and considerations on the 
part of Maryland, the part of the District, and the part of the Bureau 
of Public Roads should show that it is impracticable to build a route 
along the Wisconsin Avenue area, then some other route will have to 
be chosen. But until such time as a decision can be made on sound 
engineering and economic considerations, as the planning basis, until 
we are convinced on such a basis, we feel we have to follow the most 
practical and direct, as we see it, route. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. That brings out exactly why we are having this hear- 
ing. Mr. Tallamy feels bound by the law to hold to this direct line 
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and the purpose of the hearing is to determine whether or not the word- 
ing of the law unduly inhibits the Bureau from considering anything 
other than the most direct route. 

From the one standpoint I can see where the only action that is 
necessary at this time is for the Bureau itself and if possible to have 
the respective highway authorities of Maryland and the District: con- 
cur in a possible route is to get some sound estimate of costs so that 
that can be introduced as a factor when the review is made next year 
in the apportionment of interstate funds for the succeeding period. 

However, in view of the many, many things which a growing city has 
to consider, it seems to me that it is not desirable to have a potential 
location bandied about if it is not likely to be the location selected. 

The papers in the last 2 days have been concerned with the drop in 
population in the District of Columbia, the impact on that upon 
the development of the city, businesswise, taxwise, and so forth. As 
long as there is an indicated route for 70-S coming into the city, it is 
bound to have some impact upon any developmental plans of industry, 
businesses, residences, parks, playgrounds, schools and so forth, and 
in a growing city, in a city which is as dynamic as Washington, to 
have this thing in a state of uncertainty for the next 3 years is bound 
to have a stagnating effect upon the development in an area that might 
be adversely affected by an indicated location. 

That, it seems to me, is the justification for this committee taking 
note of the provisions of the law to determine whether or not we ought 
to improve the law in some respect. 

I have noticed this morning the tendency on the part of all of us 
to use the word “practical” part of the time and to use the word “prac- 
ticable” part of the time. The law says “as direct as practicable” and 
I sent out for a dictionary because I just wanted to see where we 
were here, if we are bound by the law. This is Webster’s New Col- 
legiate Dictionary. 

Senator Muskie. Merriam ? 

Senator Casr. I remember Bob Merriam before the committee a 
year or so ago talking in the Senate on the point. Senator Kerr 
referred to a dictionary and asked Mr. Merriam if he thought Web- 
ster was a competent authority and Mr. Merriam said certainly if 
it is a Merriam-Webster. This is a Merriam-Webster I see by the 
cover and jacket. 

Practicable—the first definition is given as: 

Capable of being put into practice or accomplished; feasible; as, a prac- 
ticable method. 

So under that definition, I can see the strictures that Mr. Tallamy 
mer feel the present law provides, if the most direct route is capable 
of being put into practice or accomplished, then he may feel that he 
cannot take in other considerations other than the physical fact of 
the capability of its being put into practice. 

Then there is a note under synonyms. The No. 1 synonym is “pos- 
sible” and 2 says: 


Practicable, practical are often confused. “Practicable” applies to that which 
has not yet been worked out or fully tested, but seems feasible; “practical” 
applies not only to things but to persons, and implies success in meeting the 
demands made by actual living, use, et cetera; as, a “practicable” invention 
or scheme; a “practical” vehicle or person. 
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What Mr. Tallamy has said, it seems to me, is that as long as no 
one proves the most direct route cannot be accomplished that is the 
route they would feel bound to approve. 

The Cuatrman. Is that the viewpoint you take, Mr. Tallamy? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, that is broadly correct. 1 think practicable 
includes a consideration of cost. For example, anything, almost, can 
be practical of physical accomplishment if, cost is no consideration. 
So I certainly think that cost has to be brought into the picture. 

I also believe that we have to bring into the concept the effect upon 
interstate traffic. 

Now, the basic purpose, of course, of developing the Interstate 
System, at least in my opinion, is to provide for expeditious and 
eflicient movement of people and goods from one region to another. 
A region may be an adjacent metropolitan area. I am not speaking 
of regions, necessarily, involving widely separated States or cities. 
But is the concept of the development of the Interstate System to 
provide an efficient movement of people and goods from one basic 
area to another. 

Now in doing that the law also recognizes that to the extent that 
it is practical and feasible, we should give equal attention to local 
needs. 

The Cuatrman. Is that word “practical” or “practicable” ? 

Mr. Tartxamy. I will have to look it up. I am not quite sure. 

But it is felt that our first problem is to solve the Interstate System 
problem, the movement of people and goods from one region to an- 
other in a practical way—practicable way—and also to help our 
national defense. 

But if while we are doing that we can also take care of local needs, 
we should do so to the maximum extent practical and feasible to do 
it, but we should not, in our interpretation of the law, give primary 
consideration to local needs and make the Interstate System move- 
ment of traffic secondary to local needs. 

Senator Case. Mr. Tallamy, you mentioned the national defense 
and you have also spoken of the corridor to the center of Washington. 

What do you regard as the center of Washington? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The whole area of the inner loop around Washington. 
We have an interstate inner loop around the business and downtown 
area, 

Senator Casr. Would the Capitol be considered as the center of 
Washington ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. I think it would be the political center of 
Washington. The center of Washington so far as the origin and 
destination of traffic are concerned 

Senator Casr. What is the center of Washington so far as deter- 
mining the four quadrants of the city ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, so far as the geographic layout of the city is 
concerned, the Capitol is the center of it, but so far as the origin and 
destination of traffic is concerned, it is in our consideration the area 
within the inner loop and that is why the inner loop was established 
as it was originally. 

Senator Case. What is the center of the inner loop? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It isn’t the center of the inner loop, it is the whole 
area in the inner loop. 
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Senator Cass. So the point on the inner loop which is nearest to 

Frederick would be a connection of the most direct route? 
Mr. Tautxiamy. I think so, yes, because the inner loop serves as a 

diffuser and collector of traffic. 

Senator Casz. Do you see any relationship between the connection 
with the Capitol Building and national defense ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Not a direct connection with the inner loop. 

Senator Casz. How was the inner loop established ? 

Mr. Tatxtamy. The inner loop was established, I am almost cer- 
tain—it was established before I was here, but I am almost certain 
it was established upon the recommendation of the District of Co- 
lumbia and approved by the Bureau of Public Roads. It was estab- 
lished unquestionably as a boundary of the area within the city of 
maximum origin and destination of traffic. 

Senator Case. Did the Wisconsin Avenue route—let me put it 
this way. Was the Wisconsin Avenue route proposed by the highway 
authority for the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No. There were no detailed points of control estab- 
lished along a route between Frederick and downtown Washington. 

Senator Case. Was it proposed by the Maryland State highway 
authority ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. All that was proposed, in my understanding, is 
a direct route, or as direct as practicable, between Frederick and 
downtown Washington. 

Senator Case. Well, the steps that you gave earlier in the testimony, 
say the routes of this system shall be selected by the joint action of 
the joint highway departments of each of the States, subject to the 
approval of the section, in section (e) of this section. 

f neither the District of Columbia Highway Department nor State 
of Maryland highway authority proposed the Wisconsin Avenue 
route, who did? 

Mr. Tattamy. Both Maryland and the District of Columbia agreed 
that there should be a route between Frederick and downtown Wash- 
ington. That they did agree on. That, then, establishes a corridor 
into which a route should be located, and it is our feeling that, until 
it is demonstrated that no practicable way of building a route exists 
within a direct corridor between Frederick and Washington, an esti- 
mate of cost for the purpose of apportioning funds should be based 
on a route located in that corridor. 

Otherwise, the cities, not Washington necessarily, but cities all over 
the United States, will be endeavoring to solve local traffic problems 
by indirect approaches to the centers of origin and destination of 
traffic, thereby greatly increasing the cost of the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. Doesn’t that beg the question, though? You say 
thereby greatly increasing the costs. Supposing they propose a route 
which costs less even though it was not the most direct route? 

Mr. Tauxamy. If it costs less, and substantially less, and if the 
inconvenience to interstate traffic is not great,-under those circum- 
stances I would say it would not be practical to go in a straight line. 
But if it is the reverse, it is practical. 

Senator Case. But you assume in the absence of any evidence to 
the contrary that the most direct route is the least expensive ? 


Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, until demonstrated that it is not, I feel that 
way, yes. 
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Senator Cass. And whatever action you have taken up to this 
time has been simply for the purpose of establishing the figure that 
can enter into this estimate of costs so as to insure that the communities 
would receive a fair share of apportionments in the next 2 or 3 
years. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, that is right. 1 

Senator Case. Would you agree that the situation in the city of 
Washington might be a little different than that of cities in States 
where a change in the tax base would not be reflected in the pressures 
upon the Federal Treasury ? 

Mr, Tatuamy. I can see a slight difference, but not a very great one 
because every city has a difficult financial problem, not only Washing- 
ton, but every city I have been working with, 

Senator Case. Yes. I am asking you to look at it from the stand- 
point of the Federal Treasury. You have indicated by your answer 
to the previous—let me finish the question, please—you have indicated 
by your answer to the previous question that the least expensive route, 
you assumed the least expensive route is the most direct route and in 
the absence of evidence to the contrary it, therefore, becomes the most 
practical route, at least from the cost point of view. 

If in the District of Columbia, however, the depletion of a tax base 
threw an extra demand upon the Federal Treasury, isn’t it possible 
that the situation in Washington does differ from that of cities in other 
States ? 

Mr. Tatnamy. It certainly is different in that it would create under 
those circumstances a direct requirement for appropriation from the 
General Treasury. Iam not at all certain that those conditions that 
you cite would actually result. I have no evidence—— 

Senator Casr. I don’t know, either. I haven’t made any study. 
But what we are concerned with here is trying to make it possible or 
trying to determine whether or not the law places some restrictions into 
the selection of routes which would prevent the best route from being 
chosen, and I think at least my own concern and I think that of the 
other members of the committee will be to see that the law gives you the 
tools with which the best final judgment can be reached. 

Senator Muskie had to go to another committee and expects to return 
shortly. I have no further questions at this time. I might have after 
some of the other witnesses have appeared. 

If there is anything further you would like to say for the record at 
this time, feel free to do so, if not, we will proceed to the next. witness. 

Mr. Tattamy. I would like to say in closing, Senator, that in my 
opinion the law is adequately flexible now to permit proper engineering 
and city planning and economic judgments on the location of high- 
ways. The problem that we have now is that still further engineering 
and economic and city planning studies would have to be submitted to 
us to demonstrate that it is not practical and by using the word “prac- 
tical,” I mean in a broad sense, to follow the direct route which is the 
route which we feel under the law should be built if practicab’e. So 
far no-evidence has been indicated tous that it is not practicable. But 
I do think that the law as it is written now is liberal enough to permit 


adequate consideration of all the engineering and economie factors in 
making the location. 
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Senator Casz. I see someone has put a map over there on the wall. 
I wonder if you could go to that map and indicate the route which you 
think is the most direct route. 

Mr. Tatuamy. There is a straight line, Senator. That appears to 
be the most direct route [indicating]. Even this obviously requires 
lots of indirection, but it appears that a route following this general 
corridor is the most direct. Another proposal would he something 
like this. That is less direct. 

Senator Casg. Where is Frederick on the map ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Up here, off the map. About so. 

Senator Case. All right. Thank you. Did Mr. Armstrong or Mr. 
Barnett wish to say anything at this time? 

Mr. Armstrong. I don’t believe so, Senator. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

The next person listed on the list submitted by the clerk is Mr. John 
B. Funk, chairman of Maryland State Roads Commission. 

Mr. Funk, we are pleased to have you with us. You may make any 
statement you desire. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN B. FUNK, CHAIRMAN-DIRECTOR, MARYLAND 
STATE ROADS COMMISSION 


Mr. Funs. Thank you very much, Senator. 

We are interested, of course, from the Maryland viewpoint, with 
regard to the movement of the people in Montgomery County, princi- 
pally into the Washington area and naturally we are interested in the 
problems as they relate not only to highways but as the highways relate 
to mass transit, and the possibilities of the use of the combination of 
the two in the movement of people in and out of the Washington area. 
I know that the job destination of people in Montgomery County will 
for some time be in Washington, although we feel that possibly in 
10 or 15 years there may be quite a bit of lateral movement in both 
Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties so that a beltway in such 
a direction will be important. 

We have met. with the National Capital Park and Planning officials 
and the officials of Montgomery County to discuss this matter. We 
have been asked to appoint a consultant to study all of the proposed 
routes and try to come - with a little bit. more information on some- 
thing that seems to have become a subject of great controversy and our 
analysis of the various transportation reports, and reports that have 
been made on this subject, indicate that possibly it needs to be scientific, 
a little more scientific analysis made of it. 

Getting into the problem of practical and possible and all of the 
other words that may be used with regard to the language of the pres- 
ent law, we feel that if there is a clarification needed it is certainly that 
the needs of the Interstate System are first of all the movement of 
people, wherever those people may be and if a county such as Mont- 
gomery County, for example, by its zoning, by its land use, by a 
termination of policy has concentrated its people in a Wheaton-Silver 
Spring corridor to a great extent and as they move westward, that 
particular segment west of Wisconsin Avenue, zoned and established 
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a land use density which is very light. The generation of traflic to 
the west of Wisconsin Avenue will probably remain light. 

We feel, however, that if we were discussing this matter 10 years 
from now we would probably say that all of these radials are needed 
into Washington. 

Our only interest today is in establishing a priority and a method of 
determination as to what should be the first route to be built in order 
that we may proceed with some logic in the preservation of rights-of- 


ways. 

Rt present, Mr. Tallamy—and I have great respect for Mr. Tall- 
lamy, I do not wish to take issue with him at all, but he has indicated 
the Wisconsin corridor shall be used and we are not—we are in the 
process of trying to withhold as many rights-of-way in the Wisconsin 
corridor as possible. 

At the same time, the folks in Montgomery County, the officials, 
the planning agencies, have indicated great interest and great de- 
sire to move into anything concerning the desirability of the North 
Capitol Street, Wheaton or Silver Spring corridor as you may call it, 
and we believe that this should be resolved because it will add certainly 
to confusion in Maryland if there is during the next 3 or 4 years a 
movement toward the holding of rights-of-way or the protection 
of rights-of-way in the Wisconsin corridor, and then a determination 
is made at a later date for some other corridor. 

So we feel that whatever decision is made, that it should be made 
and made firmly so that we can firm up our decisions and move in 
that direction. 

Senator Case. You feel that it would have an adverse effect upon 
the development of the area if uncertainty remains as to the location ? 

Mr. Funk. I think so. I think that any decision is better than no 
decision, 

Senator Case. Do you have any plans in Maryland for the early 
construction of that, I suppose it is the outer red line there, where the 
red is a broken line above the green ? 

Mr. Funk. Not at this moment. When we discussed the 5-year 
program, a 5-year speedup program with the Montgomery County 
planning and governmental agencies and the Prince Georges agencies, 
they wanted to stress during this period the use of approximately one- 
fourth of our tota] funds over the next 5 years, and on the use of State 
roads, that is, roads financed under ABC or roads financed by State 
funds entirely. We have about $330 million during the 5-year pe- 
riod and they stress that. So the Capitol Beltway as such is not 
projected for completion during that period. We are, however, mov- 
ing down to the connection with the Cabin John bridge. That will be 
placed under construction very quickly. Some of the other portions 
of the Capitol Beltway are not to be placed under construction. 

Senator Case. Would you indicate where the Cabin John bridge 
is? Is that where the red closing 

Mr. Funk. Right there, yes. That is, of course, to get into the 
Chantilly Airport and made for movement into Washington. 


Senator Case. Will that be marked as 70-S, down to the Cabin John 
bridge? 


58339—60——2 
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Mr. Funx. That is right. That will be a continuation of 70—I 
don’t know whether we will designate that as 70-S or not. I would 
imagine so. 

r. Tallamy can tell you. 

Mr. Barnett. The entire route including the Cabin John crossing 
is 495. 

Mr. Funk. 495. 

Mr. Barnerr. Yes, 

Mr. Funk. Well, of course, the numbering of it, I think is—— 

Senator Casz. Is 495 being built with interstate funds? 

Mr. Barnerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Pardon me for interrupting. Go ahead. 

Mr. Funx. Well, as I say, we are interested in a decision being 
made. We feel, of course, basically that if any city—and this is true 
in Baltimore, we have the problem in Baltimore as well as in Wash- 
ington, that the movement of people to and from work which consti- 
tutes in many instances 80 to 90 percent of the total movement of 
people ae § be given a great amount of weight in the construction 
of any expressway facilities. 

For that reason we are somewhat in the position of needing more 
information and wanting more information and feeling that we 
should move in the direction of obtaining more information at this 
time. 

Senator Case. Has the Maryland Roads Commission mavie any 
recommendation or does it have any feeling as to what would be the 
best location for 70-S into Washington ? 

Mr. Funx. We have made a recommendation concerning the use 
of the North Capitol Street-Wheaton-Silver Spring corridor. We 
have made that statement but we make that statement with the reser- 
vation that we are perfectly willing to have this analyze:' ' 
standing consultant very quickly to see whether we are right in that 

osition. We feel that we are right in it, but we are perfectly will- 
ing to have it analyzed again. 

Senator Case. What led you to make that recommendation ? 

Mr. Funx. Well, for this reason. As I said just a few minutes 
ago, the position of the government in Montgomery County !:s 
been—and that includes this land use and their zoning—that every- 
thing to the west or closely to the west of Wisconsin Avenue, should 
be lightly zoned and used in a light density manner, t'«* in the 
Wheaton-Silver Spring area and therefrom to the north.2 
corridor zoning has been in great density. Therefore, th’ 
the great traffic generation as we see it and we feel ‘hot « c 
facilities are used by the persons going back and forth to wor': in, 
well, to sometimes as high as 90 percent of its total usage, that that 
should be given great weight in the location of this particular road, 
because, although I can see Mr. Tallamy’s position that you want a 
direct route to Frederick, we still see the person coming down to 
Frederick, or coming from the west from Frederick into Washineton, 
constitutes probably not more than 10 percent of the total traffic using 
this facility, that the rest is a local type traffic. 

Senator Casr. Have you studied the statute any with refevence to 
provisions that would support your position ? 
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Mr. Funk. Well, I have listened to you this morning about that. 
We have discussed those two words and, of course, the matter of 
local needs. We have emphasized that consideration should be given 
to local needs. 

I certainly agree with Mr. Tallamy that you cannot run a highway, 
an Interstate ay all the way around over the entire area in a 
city in order to pick up traffic here and there, wherever it may be, 
high density traflic, but at the same time I feel that there are certain 
factors here, the increase in distances, just a few miles, and that the 
attitude of the county has been such and use of land has been such 
that the great generator of traffic will lie in that area in the present 
and will lie there in the future. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Tallamy, as you know, has stressed the inter- 
state character and the point that the entire system should be brought 
to simultaneous completion. It is for that reason that this so-called 
needs formula was adoped with the idea of having periodic estimates 
of costs so that the apportionment of funds could insure the practical 
simultaneous completion. 

In the act of August 27, 1958, there is some language which might 
be of interest to you. 

Iam going to read a portion of that. 


It is hereby declared that the prompt and early completion of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways, so named because of its primary 
importance to the national defense and hereafter referred to as the “Interstate 
System,” is essential to the national interest and is one of the most important 
objectives of this Act. It is the intent of Congress that the Interstate Sys- 
tem be completed as nearly as practicable over the period of availability of the 
13 years’ appropriations authorized for the purpose of expediting its construc- 
tion, reconstruction, or improvement, inclusive of necessary tunnels and bridges, 
through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, under section 108(b) of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) and that the entire system in all 
States be brought to simultaneous completion. 


Now, there follows this sentence, and this next sentence it seems to me 
is particularly interesting particularly in view of what you said about 
this zone and character of traffic that you expect to be developed. 


This sentence follows and is in the same paragraph immediately after 
what I have just read. 


Insofar as possible in consonance with the objective— 
(hat is the stated objective of simultaneous completion— 


existing highways located on an interstate route shall be used to the extent 
that such ure is practicable, suiteble, and feasible, it being the intent that local 
needs, to the extent practicable, suitable, and feasible, shall be given equal con- 
sideration with the needs of interstate commerce. 


_I read that because that was a modification of the original act and 
since you have said what you did about the effect of the zoning by 


Maryland and the fact that, I think you said possibly 10 percent of 
the interstate traffic 


Mr. Funk. Well, that is a rough figure. 
Senator Case. That is a rough figure but in any event you think 


that the great bulk of the traffic on 70-S developed there would be 
local traffic ? 


Mr. Funk. I certainly do. 
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Senator Case. I thought that these words: 


It being the intent that local needs to the extent practicable, suitable, and 
feasible shall be given equal consideration with the needs of interstate com- 
merce— 
might be of interest in connection with what you just said. 

Is there anything further, Mr. Funk? 

Mr. Funx. No. I have only one other thought, if I may make a 
suggestion, that the solution to the problem in Weshington does not 
lie, as you know, wholly in the building of an expressway system, that 
there certainly should be a close coordination of the problem of transit, 
of rail transit, possibly starting with a high-speed bus system or some- 
thing of that nature in these corridors and that the two should be co- 
ordinated. 

Senator Casr. Which is the objective of the proposal being consid- 
ered by the Senate District Committee under the leadership of Senator 
Bible at this time. 

Mr. Funk. That is right. 

And I think that any movement in that direction would be very 
helpful because as you probably know, in the experiment used in 
Chicago, in the Congress Street Expressway, it is not, I believe, used 
to about 30 percent capacity but it is still carrying 150 percent of 
the capacity of the highway lanes on each side and they are loaded 
to about 90 percent of their capacity. So there is a great chance, I 
see, in these corridors to develop a combination of facilities which will 
be greatly helpful to the ant problem of movement of people, and 
I think — solution that does not take both of those into effect is not 
farsighted. 

Sensior Casr. What will be the effect on the work of the Maryland 
State Roads Commission of the inclusion in the resolution before the 
Bible committee of a directive not to proceed with the corridor route? 
I am thinking here that in a statement the other day they indicated 
they put in some interdiction against immediate procedure with the 
se a Was that until their study was completed? 

Mr. Funk. Yes, I would think so. 

Of course, the problem of protective rights-of-ways is a great prob- 
lem in any construction. You can run bang into a problem of greatly 
— up cost if you delay in making these decisions. 

‘his is a rapidly expanding area and the businesses moving in on 
both of these corridors and the longer the delay the greater the cost. 
will be for rights-of-ways. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Funk. 

Mr. Funk. Yes,sir. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. We will now call on Mr. Aitken, Director of the 
Department of Highways and Traffic in the District of Columbia. 
Mr. Aitken, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. AITKEN, DIRECTOR, HIGHWAYS AND 
TRAFFIC, DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRAFFIC, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Arrxen. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, the question of location 
of an interstate route in this corridor has been a subject of study 
for some years. 
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In 1956, the District of Columbia Department of Highways em- 
ployed a consultant, and I happened to be engaged by the consultant 
to manage the study for the purpose of trying to find a location for 
the interstate route in the District of Columbia bounded by the 
Potomac River on one side and Rock Creek on the other. 

Incident to that study, we looked at several lines that we considered 
possible and feasible and practicable. 

Now, I think it may be desirable to use a minute here to explain 
how we went at the study. 

The first thing we did was to get the best information we could 
with reference to land use, not only in the District but in Maryland, 
because under that consultant contract we were required to consult 
with the Maryland officials and carry the study in a preliminary sense 
to a connection with the interstate highway in Maryland. 

Looking at it from the land use standpoint, as already indicated 
by Mr. Funk, the numbers of people that now live and will probably 
live in the corridor between the interstate route and the river are 
substantially less than the number of people that live in the Wheaton 
and other area more directly north of the city. 

In our assignment, we shee have a policy directive from the Engi- 
neer Commissioner of the District, General Lane, to the effect that we 
were to respect national parks, shrines, edifices, embassies, and other 
things peculiar to Washington and particularly to Northwest Wash- 
ington, and to lay out the proposed freeway so as to cause a minimum 
impact upon these things peculiar to Washington and at the same 
time provide reasonable service. 

Well, of the lines we selected and one that we thought was best was 
the line that is reflected by the green line along the river, that line 
connecting with the Interstate System in Maryland and coming into 
the inner loop down near where Rock Creek flows into the Potomac 
River. 

That line was recommended to the Commissioners. The Commis- 
sioners had a public hearing and they approved that line for the 
Interstate System. 

Subsequently, and specifically in April 1958, a meeting was held 
that was attended by representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads, 
the District of Columbia, the National Park Service, and others, at 
which time it was decided that the interstate highway should not be 
located on that line, I think primarily because of the interest of the 
Park Service in building a parkway from particularly the District 
line on up the river. They have preliminary plans, I understand, for 
extending the parkway down to where it intersects that red line at 
the lower end. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Aitken, would that have been the most direct 
route ? 

Mr. Arrxen. No, sir. I would not say it would be the most direct 
in terms of mileage, but this direct business or adjective did not come 
into the phraseology in my understanding of the business until 
recently. 

In other words, alinement, which means directness, or indirectness, 
is just one more factor, Senator, that we looked at in locating free- 
ways, particularly in the metropolitan area. We must also look at 
grades, costs, the impact on the area it traverses, esthetics, and the re- 
lationship of such facilities to the areas to which they extend. 
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So the matter of directness per se was not emphasized at that 
time. 

The Crarrman. Mr. Aitken doesn’t directness have a different 
meaning in rural areas than urban areas, or couldn’t it have a dif- 
ferent meaning. As a most direct route used in the middle of the 
National Capital, certainly this isn’t what we would think that this 
is what is meant by the law. In urban areas, it seems to me, direct- 
ness is likely to have a different meaning, that. straight alinement be- 
tween two points isn’t necessarily the most direct and practicable 
line? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir. In carrying this thought to its extreme, it 
seems to me that if the word “direct” had significant import that 
there might be a question of even building a circumferential around 
the city because instead you might go directly through it. 

Now, I have before me, gentlemen, the copy of the estimate which 
the District Department of Highways submitted on July 1, 1957, of 
the estimated cost of the Interstate System as then laid out in the 
District, and this has served as the basis of apportionment for the 
District of Columbia for the current fiscal years and through fiscal 
1962, and particularly this was accepted by the Bureau of Public 
Roads. This estimate showed a line and then definitely in a pre- 
liminary sense going along the river as I described a few minutes 
ago insofar as the Northwest interstate route is concerned. 

The Cratmrman. You say those estimates were accepted by the 
Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir, and this estimate has served as the basis 
of our apportionment for the present and will serve as the basis for 
apportionment through fiscal 1962. 

Senator Case. What was the amount in terms of dollars? 

Mr. Arrxen. About $260 million for the District. 

Senator Case. What was the amount for this particular segment 
that. we are discussing here in connection with 70-S, do you recall? 

Mr. Arrcen. As I remember, Senator, it has been some time since 
I checked this but the cost for the segment from here to here as an 
interstate route was about $45 million [indicating]. But at that 
time the interstate route went from this point to a connection with 
the inner loop right here. It included this section of the proposed 
Potomac River freeway, and that total, as I recall, was about $75 
million. 

Senator Casr. But that wouldn’t have brought you up to the con- 
nection we are talking about now, would it? 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, sir, it is my understanding that the Interstate 
System is fixed in Maryland somewhat along this line. 

Senator Case. That is Interstate 470? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir, and 70 comes in here at Pooks Hill. 

So the study I mentioned was recommended in line from the inner 
loop to the interstate right here. 

Senator Case. And that figure altogether would have been about. 
$75 million ? 

Mr. Arrken. No, sir, that is the section in the District of Columbia 
from here to here. This part was not, no estimate was prepared on 
that section [indicating]. 

Senator Casr. What portion of the distance from the inner loop to 
the connection with 470 is represented by that within the District ? 
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Mr. Arrxen. On that line, sir? 

Senator Case. How many miles does the $75 million estimate cover? 

Mr. Arrken. 4.7 miles was in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Case. Yes, that was on the route that was proposed by the 
District back in 1957 ? 

Mr. Arrxen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. But you say that that was regarded as impracticable 
largely because it would have interfered with plans for the develop- 
ment of the parkway ? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and Senator Case, I would like to correct my figures 
there, if I may, because I now have it before me. 

The total estimated cost of that interstate route in the District for 
4.7 miles was $46.6 million. 

Following the conference in April 1958, our Department of High- 
ways made a reconnaissance type study of various lines for this inter- 
state route. We have not made detailed estimates because the prospect 
of financing construction in this corridor looks to us like it is going to 
be some time away. 

Gentlemen, I wholeheartedly agree with the thought that was ex- 
pressed a while ago that we should be extremely cautious in our plan- 
ning and in our actions in terms of casting a shadow on people’s prop- 
erty and upon their neighborhoods. I think that I personally feel that 
equity requires that if we cast a shadow upon a man’s property then 
we should be prepared to move along and if he wants to sell it or dis- 
pose of it, we should be prepared to pay him for it. 

So it is I believe personally extremely unfortunate that people’s 
homes are affected by too many plans too far ahead. So after this 
meeting we looked at refinements to lines around Observatory Circle, 
for example—would you like to have me point this out, sir? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Arrxen. One of the lines we studied when I was with the con- 
sultant came down the Wisconsin Avenue corridor and came clear 
down to Glover-Archbold Park in this manner. Another line came 
down the Wisconsin Avenue corridor and came across around White 
Haven—in this way, and then after the April 1958 meeting, the staff 
in the Department of Highways left the Glover Parkway just above 
Massachusetts Avenue and developed a line just to the west of Wiscon- 
sin Avenue, and in back of Observatory Circle and into the inner loop, 
and the estimated cost on that line was about $85 million. 

Now, in these estimates, we do not make field surveys for these re- 
connaissance types estimates. We use available contour data, knowl- 
edge with reference to location of rocks, and in particular we lay out 
proper files to determine whether we need tunnels or not, because of the 
extreme impact they have on costs and we lay out our structures and 
interchanges quite carefully. 

The structures are estimated then on the length and width basis so 
that we come up to price on a bridge on a square foot basis. So this is 
short of the « otailed estimate but it is an estimate for planning 
purposes. 

We made such an estimate in the North Capitol Street corridor and 
at the meeting at the Bureau of Public Roads, I think it was in March 
1958, I proposed, and I did so because the Board of Commissioners 
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had rejected the idea of an interstate route in the Northwest Wash- 
ington, I proposed that the interstate route be located in the North 
Capitol Street. corridor, certainly not on a finite line because of the 
statements I already made, but my staff had made studies as to esti- 
mates of cost, and I will show you this approximate line and my staff 
contacted engineers with the Maryland State Roads Commission and 
received their estimates of cost, so that we could present to the Bureau 
in effect a total picture. 

Looking at the line in Northwest Washington that follows the so- 
called direction course, our Department has not made any detailed 
study or even reconnaissance study of the line across the park. 

Gentlemen, this map shows an approximation and only an approxi- 
mate line in the North Capitol Street corridor and the part in the 
District is about 4.8 miles. For an eight-lane freeway we estimate it 
would cost about $87 million. 

According to the staff in Maryland, and on the basis of this estimate 
which was made some 3 or 4 months ago, the construction of an eight- 
line freeway from the District line to the circumferential was 3.07 
miles, estimated cost $22 million, or a total of $109 million. 

As I said, my staff has not made even reconnaissance studies of this 
line from here to this point. The Planning Commission employed a 
consultant who made such a study, and in view of the directive from 
Mr. Tallamy we are proceeding to develop our estimate for apportion- 
ment purposes on the basis of that finding. 

Then we used our own figures from here to the District line, for a 
total of 4.6 miles—I am sorry, 5.5 miles, four and six lanes, with lanes 
as indicated by the black dash lines for trucks, that is, the grades are 
such that in order for trucks not to impede flow, additional climbing 
lanes would be needed for the trucks and as indicated by the dashed 
lines. 

Five point five miles, total cost $84 million in the District, and in 
Maryland, 4.07 miles, total cost $27 million. 

So I think insofar as the policy type decision, that is, what general 
corridor should be used, the estimates indicate, I feel, that there is 
virtually a standoff between the two lines in terms of cost. 

Senator Casr. That is, the one adds up to $111 million and the 
other one adds up to $109 million, was it? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir. 

For our right-of-way costs on our study, the District Commissioners 
have had the property in the District reassessed and as I recall it, they 
have the property really reassessed every 4 years and we went through 
parcel by parcel took the assessed value and applied the factor which 
we have found by our property acquisition experience to that type of 
property in expanding the figure to come up with a cost for the 
right-of-way. 

The Cuarrman. Did your right-of-way costs include any figure for 
the distance traveled through parks? 

Mr. ArrkEN. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have any idea as to what that value 
might be? 

Mr. Arrken. Sir? 

The CuairMan. Do you have any idea what that value might be? 

Mr. Arrken. No, sir, I haven’t. 
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The Cuarrman. What is the total distance that the Wisconsin cor- 
ridor will be traveling through parks, do you know? 

Mr. Arrxen. No, I don’t believe I have that, sir, with me. I think 
perhaps Mr. Finley may have that, if he has his consultant’s report 
with him, or I could furnish that for the record, if you would like, 
whichever you prefer. 

Senator Cust Before we got too far away from this cost, you said 
that cost would be about a standoff, $111 million for Wiseeaais 
Avenue route and $109 million for the north central route. What 
was the number of lanes contemplated in that estimate for the Wiscon- 
sin Avenue route versus the north central ? 

Mr. Airxen. Well, sir, I am not saying this is what the Department 
proposes if it came down to the business of building, but the study that 
was made for the Planning Commission of this line was based on four 
Janes plus one more lane for truck climbing as indicated by the 
dash line. 

Senator Casz. When you say this line, we can look at the map and 
see that you are referring to the Wisconsin Avenue line but I think 
for the record you should give the name. 

Mr. Arrxen. Oh, I am sorry, the so-called Wisconsin Avenue line 
across Rock Creek Park to the inner loop was generally four lanes 
below Tenley Circle to the inner loop except for truck climbing lanes, 
and six lanes from below Tenley Circle to the District line. 

On the North Capitol Street Freeway we proposed eight lanes 
throughout. 

Senator Casr. In other words, though the dollar tax is the same on 
the north central route you were figuring on an eight-lane freeway 
and on the other it would be four lanes plus the truck climbing lane? 

Mr. AirKEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cramman. You say your north central route would be eight 
lanes throughout. Is that true of the Maryland section as well as the 
District section ? 

Mr. Arrxen. No,sir. That figure I gave you there on the eight-lane 
part that was tied to it was only for the District section. 

The Cuarrman. Six lanes in Maryland? 

Mr. Arrxen. Six lanes in Maryland and eight lanes in the District. 

Senator Casz. Would this be because you estimate a greater traffic 
requirement or because the physical facilities and the costs of the 
right-of-way would permit the eight lane in one case as against the 
four in the other ¢ 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, Senator, I have not proposed four lanes on the 
Wisconsin Avenue line. Iam using that estimate because it is available 
and because our revised estimates of cost for the Interstate System 
must be in the Bureau of Public Roads by August 1, 1960. I simply 
haven’t had time to make estimates on an eight-lane facility on that 
line. 

Senator Casr. Would it be practical to contemplate eight lanes on 
the Wisconsin route which I understand involves some tunnels and 
some raised sections ? 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, you say would it be possible, I guess anything 
is possible if you want to pay for it. But it would be costly of course 
to build. 
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Senator Case. Would that materially increase the cost to have eight 
lanes on Wisconsin over the four lane ? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir, because particularly if the tunnels have to 
be bored. As a practical nature two lanes are about all you can bore 
on one tunnel from way under of that portion of the industry. 

Senator Case. You might have to have two tunnels? 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir. I think you would have to have two tunnels 
in each direction if you wanted eight lanes if you wanted to bore the 
tunnels. If you wanted to take everything away on top and make 
them open-cut, you could make them any width you wanted. 

Senator Casr. You wouldn’t recommend making an open cut 
through that particular section of Wisconsin over Rock Creek Park? 

Mr. Arrxen. No, sir. In fact, I have never recommended this line. 

The Cuarrman. In terms of projected traffic requirements, should 
you have eight lanes on the Wisconsin Avenue route ? 

Mr. Arrken. Well, sir, the mass transportation survey, that is, the 
consultant for the mass transportation survey, indicated that no free- 
way was required from Tenley Circle to the inner loop, whereas in 
the North Capitol Street corridor, and in our own traffic projections, 
we have found that that corridor has today and in 1980 potential at 
least twice as many trips as in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

In other words, it goes back again to people and the higher density 
of population in the Wheaton area, and Silver Spring area, creates 
an order of twice as many trips a day, and it would be twice as many 
in 1980. Again, to verify this, the master application survey on the 
auto-dominant plan, that is, which contemplated that all transpor- 
tation would be handled by cars, indicated a requirement for 12 lanes 
in the North Capitol Street corridor and in the Wisconsin Avenue 
a it was four and six as shown on these plans that we are talking 
about. 

The Cuarrman. Well, now, Mr. Tallamy testified earlier this morn- 
ing that under the law the Interstate System is to be adapted to the 
traffic needs at these points. Do you have any idea, considering the 
= tomes ea overwhelming weight on this point in favor of the North 

ventral route, and considering the fact that all requirements that the 
Interstate System serve the traffic needs in between points to the extent 
practicable, why then is the Bureau’s route being placed behind Wis- 
consin A venue ? 

Mr. Airken. I don’t know, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Has a case been presented to the Bureau for the 
North Central route? 

Mr. A1rkeNn. Well, I listened to Mr. Tallamy very carefully in his 
evidence and discussion on this point. At the meeting in his office on 
March 17, I proposed this North Capitol Street corridor and indicated 
in a summary sense, that is, like I have to you gentlemen, the length, 
the cost, the traffic need, and I had pictures showing a comparison be- 
tween the properties affected on the two lines which I will be glad to 
show you if you would like to see them. Despite this presentation and 
my recommendation, I still received the decision for the direct line. 

er Case. And you are now preparing estimates based upon 
that ? 


Mr. Arrxen. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Case. In order to determine them before the first of August ? 

Mr. Airxen. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And these are the only estimates that are going to 
be submitted to the Bureau, the ones based on Wisconsin Avenue 4 

Mr. AirTKEN. Not mine, sir. From the inner loop to just south of 
Tenley Circle, we propose to use the estimates peepenel by the con- 
sultant for the Planning Commission. 

The Cuarrman. What I meant to bring out by my question was this: 
Would any estimates be submitted to the Bureau based upon the North 
Central route? 

Mr. Arrxen. Not in the face of the decision or ruling that I have 
from the Administrator. I feel he has stopped us from doing so. 

The CHarrman. So as of now you consider this ruling a final and 
definitive decision as between these two routes ? 
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Mr. Arrxen. Yes, sir, if that decision that was made should be re- 
opened and if time permits and in view of what Mr. Funk said a few 
minutes ago, I would then again propose the North Capitol Street 
corridor for the estimate. 

The Cuatmrman. Well, are you in a position—insofar as the esti- 
mates are concerned, you are required to submit estimates on the 
Wisconsin Avenue route. Now, does this foreclose any possibility that 
you might later by an agreement with the Maryland Land Agency sub- 
mit detailed plans for a route on the North Central corridor? 

Mr. ArrxeNn. No, sir. I feel we are not foreclosed for two reasons. 
When we submitted this estimate, the Interstate System was as indi- 
cated by the dark lines on this map and if you would like to have a copy 
of this for your record, I would be glad to send you one. 

The Cuatrman. Yes, we would ike to have it. 

(The pamphlet referred to is in the committee files.) 

Mr. Arrxen. Now, that alinement, those locations are not binding 
on us today. We were making changes in Northeast Washington. 
Maryland no longer wants to meet the District down by the river. 

Another point that is pertinent, 

Senator ion Mr. Chairman, before you go on to that. 

I have in my hand a copy of S. 3193, a bill that was introduced by 
Senator Bible on the 14th of March. The title says “Aid and Develop- 
ment in the Unified and Integrated System of the Transportation of 
the National Capital Region, to Create a National Capital Trans- 
portation Agency, to Authorize the Creation of the National Capital 
Transportation Corporation, to Authorize Development, and for 
Other Purposes.” 

I have handed to me by the clerk a copy of an amendment which is 
to be incorporated in that bill which it is expected will be reported to 
the Senate tomorrow. The bill is to be amended to incorporate the 
following provisions: 





Provide that no freeway or new parkway more than two lanes in width shall 
be built within the District of Columbia west of 12th Street NW., and north of 
either the north or west leg of the proposed inner loop freeway, the proposed 
Potomac River Expressway, or the proposed Palisade Parkway until after 
the Agency shall have reported to the President that the use of rail transportation 
to carry passenger traffic to points northwest of downtown Washington has had a 


fair trial. 

If that amendment which it is indicated will be reported to the Sen- 
ate in S, 3193 affecting the prohibition against building any more than 
a two-lane highway west of 12th Street NW. and north of the inner 
loop until after this report has been made, what does that do to 
these estimates you are working on ? 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, sir, I don’t really think it would affect the con- 
sideration of the estimates. It would affect progress. 

But, you see, Senator 

Senator Case. Well, I understand that, and I understand your point 
that it wouldn’t affect the estimates. You could still go ahead and 
make the estimates, there is no prohibition against making the esti- 
mates, but you have already testified and Mr. Funk has testified that it 
has a damaging effect upon property values to have highway routes 
bandied about and some uncertainty as to whether they are going to be 
built or not built, that it affects the value of an individual’s property, 
affects the chances of his making a sale and I assume it also would 
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affect the plans of anybody who would propose to build an apartment 
building or a business building or anything else in an area that might 
be taken over for a freeway or one of these routes. So it might not 
prevent your making the estimates but it does seem to me that it would 
coc some cloud or uncertainty into the prospect of actual develop- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir, I think it would. 

There is this comfort, for what it is worth, that the manual that 
has been released by the Bureau of Public Roads to guide the States 
in preparing their estimates has this language on page 4: 

The number of step 1 and step 2 locations should be held to a minimum. 


Now, step 1 and step 2 are locations where everything is not in agreement. There 


is still some question about them. This Interstate 70-S would be in that 
category. 


An acceptance of step 1, step 2 location as a basis for estimate shall not con- 
stitute a commitment by the State or the Bureau as to a later definite or specific 
location. 

So when we submit our estimate for 70-S, if the Bureau policy still 
stands, we would show this interstate route from the inner loop to the 
District line by symbols to indicate that it is step 1 or step 2 and this 
is not considered by their own manual as a commitment either by us 
or by them. 

The Coatrman. I havea question, Mr. Aitken. 

It seems to me that you have not yet had an evaluation in depth of 
the relative merits of the Wisconsin. Avenue route as against the 
North Central route by all three agencies, perhaps not by any one of 
the three agencies that are involved. 

What are the practical obstacles to developing such an evaluation at 
the earliest possible moment ? 

Mr. ArrKeNn. Well, one of the reasons that we have not budgeted 
money for a detailed study on the North Capitol Street Freeway— 
well, there are two reasons, really. One is this uncertainty as to 
whether the Bureau would accept such a line to the Interstate System. 
The second, the certainty that we do not see funds in sight to build 
for some years hence. 

So you come right back to that question of casting a cloud or a 
shadow on people’s property if you go out and make a detailed study 
and say this is exactly where we want to put the highway, this is 
exactly how deep it is going to be and how high, and so on, and then 
have to wait maybe 8, maybe 10 years before you can build it. I think 
it is unfair. 

The Cuarrman. I see. You are saying that the decision as to loca- 
tion is not the cause of the delay in building? 

Mr. Arrken. Oh, no, sir. It is not. This whole business of where 
the Interstate System should go and what line should be used and Mr. 
Tallamy said comes about because the requirement for new estimate of 
cost must be submitted to the Congress by January 1961. 

The Cuatrman. Now, you estimate that funds to build this might 
not be available for 8 to 10 years. Are you saying that notwithstand- 
ing whatever estimates you may submit by October 1, the location, the 
ultimate location, might be either one of these routes or possibly some 
other, or conceivably some other ? 

Mr. Arrxen. Yes sir; that is true. 
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Senator Case. Well, Mr. Aitken, if you submit this estimate by the 

1st of August, will not the Bureau of Public Roads feel that they have 
satisfied the requirement of cost estimates? What will be the case 
for any additional estimates on other routes? 

Mr. Airxen. Well, sir, I don’t know. Perhaps you want to ask 
them that question. I hesitate to judge that. 

I am not trying to duck your question, Senator. I think perhaps 
it should be ilesd them. 

Senator Case. I think it will rest there unless you challenge the 
route somewhere. 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, sir 

Senator Casz. Of course, it is challenged in effect or would be 
challenged in effect by this proposal in the report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Washington Metropolitan Problems ¢ 

Mr. Arrxen. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any suggestions as to how people’s 
fears might be laid at rest with reference to the possible location ¢ 

Mr. Airxen. Yes, sir, I have. 

I agree with Mr. Tallamy. I think the present law does not need 
amendment. I think there is plenty of latitude and flexibility in 
the language that is in the law to permit the adoption of either the 
Wisconsin Avenue route or the North Capitol Street route, I think, 
sir, that if the Bureau were so inclined and in view of what Mr. Funk 
said a few minutes ago, that this could be reopened by the two States 
and the Bureau by a conference, of which we have had many, and the 
estimates prepared on a line that the States, the two jurisdictions, 
want to use. Again, this could be.submitted to the Bureau as a step 
one or step two location without any commitment by the Bureau that 
it isa final location. 

Insofar as effect on apportionment to the two jurisdictions, there 
is practically no difference. 

‘he CuarrmMan. Well, are you saying that in your judgment such 
a conference if it resulted in an agreement could eliminate either one 
of these two routes from further consideration ¢ 

Mr. Arrxen. No, sir. I think that such a conference—if Mr. Funk 
were so inclined to officially pro the North Capitol Street eor- 
ridor, which I would do again, then we could get at the business of 
preparing an estimate that. would meet the requirements of an esti- 

‘mate for the interestate study. 

I would prefer not to pinpoint the location and affect property, 
but just to do it more on reconnaissance-type basis and keep it in a 
corridor sense, not a precise location sense. 

The Cuarrman. Well, unless such an agreement eliminated one of 
these two corridors, you still would not eliminate fears that are being 
entertained by many people, would you ? 

Mr. Airken. Well, sir, from my discussions with many people in 
Northwest Washington, I think that they would feel very much re- 
lieved if the estimate did not include an estimate on a line through 

their property or through their neighborhood. I suspect that they 
would feel that the prospect, then, of the interstate gomg somewhere 
else would be much better. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, if you and the Maryland people 
agreed on the North Central route, you think that this would elim- 
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inate the atmosphere of controversy and doubt and fear that now 
exists 

Mr. Arrxen. From my discussions with our citizens; yes, sir. I 
think that is correct. 

Senator Case. Mr. Aitken, how long would it take you to make that 
type of reconnaissance estimate on the North Central route? 

r. Arrken. The one that we have now, sir? 

Senator, this is Mr. De Gas. He is a bridge engineer and he is 
with my planning group and carries a big part of the load in making 
this estimate. He says that if it were changed now we could not 
make this all at one deadline. 

Senator Case. Well, I am not asking that. I am asking how long 
it would take. I had in mind the suggestion that they change this 
August 1 deadline. 

Mr. Arrxen. Oh. Well, sir, he says 3 weeks to a month to get 
that estimate in shape now to meet the requirements of this manual in 
terms of delineating location of bridges, interchanges and different 
things that would be affected. 

Senator Casr. May I ask the clerk what is the date that the Bureau 
of Public Roads is to have the estimate before Congress, January 31? 

Mr. Arrken. January 1961, sir. 

Senator Casr. January 31, 1961? 

Mr. Arrxen. It is January, sir. I think it is earlier than that. It 
is the law here. I will find it in just a minute. 

Within 10 days subject to January 2, 1961. 

Senator Case. What occurred to me was if the Bureau of Public 
Roads doesn’t have to have this estimate in to Congress before the 
12th of January 1961, that they might extend this August 1 deadline 
for you and give you time to submit figures also on the North Central 
corridor ¢ 

Mr. Arrken. Yes, sir. J think they could. I understand that they 
do need time to reconcile these estimates and to see that the different 
aa have prepared them in the same manner, but I think that could 

done. 

Senator Casr. So that if they were to give you until Ist of Septem- 
ber, would that enable you to prepare the figures? 

Mr. Arrxen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that if the present 
law does give some latitude under the meaning that you ascribe to 
the world “practicable” and having in mind the sentence that I read 
in the re a while ago, insofar as possible and consonant with the 
objective, simultaneous completion that existing highways located 
on an interstate route shall be located to the extent of such action 
being possible and feasible it being the intent that local needs to the 
extent that practicable, suitable, and feasible shall be given equal con- 
sideration of interstate commerce, that is possibly the extension of 
deadline until the 1st of September would be a simple way to get the 
entire picture before the Bureau of Public Roads. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Tallamy testified this morning on whether or 
not the law to which you have just referred and which you have 

uoted is adequate to support a decision for the creation of the North 
entral route. 
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Senator Case. He concluded his statement by saying he thought no 
change in the law was necessary, or words to that effect. 

Mr. Barnett, that is substantially what Mr. Tallamy concluded in 
his statement wasn’t it ? 

Mr. Barnett. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. Well, I don’t know if I can find the words to ask 
the question that I want to ask. What I am interested in knowing is 
whether Mr. Tallamy’s standards as to what is practicable could be 
met by suitable evidence in behalf of the North Central route or 
whether that standard could be supported by the legislation that we 
have. 

Mr. Barnett. Sir, the important point of Mr. Tallamy’s testimony 
has been overlooked in your question to Mr. Aitken about how long 
it will take to make the North Central estimate. He has got to get the 
North Central estimate location approved by the Bureau first and to 
do that Mr. Tallamy would expect to have some evidence that the 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor location is not feasible. ‘That doesn’t 
just include costs. It includes a lot of other things. We have re- 
quested the Highway Department to make that study for a long time 
and they have just not made it. 

The ses oe Would you care to comment on that, Mr. Aitken? 

Mr. ArrKeNn. Well, I listened to that testimony and at the moment 
I wouldn’t know just quite how to proceed to meet the implications. 

As I said in my opening remarks, the District employees sought 
in 1956 to make this study for an interstate route in this section of 
the city within the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, and the Bureau ac- 
cepted that report at that time as being acceptable and as looking 
at the many variables and things that should be considered. So I am 
somewhat at a loss to appreciate how much details would be needed 
to meet requirements o Mr. Tallamy’s statement. 

Senator Casg. It occurred to me, Mr. Chairman, that if you can 
yet an eight-lane highway to serve considerably more traffic and there 
is a need for that highway and if you can get it at the same cost that 
you can get the four-lane highway, plus the truck climbing lane that 
even under a pretty strict interpretation of what is practicable, that 
the issue would be presented and then if the State highway com- 
mission or the authority in Maryland and the District Highway De- 

artment, were to combine some recommendation to the Bureau of 

ublic Roads, it seems to me the decision would be squarely before 
the Bureau of Public Roads to make a choice. 

The Cuarrman. It seems to me that the agencies involved are de- 
fensive with each other. 

As Governor, I have faced some of these problems of location and 
I must say I would have considered myself fortunate in a situation of 
this kind to have available two such clear-cut alternatives susceptible 
of  aaiih All we need to do is to agree on the method of developing 
and presenting this proof, and the evidence is available. I have read 
enough of it to be convinced that there is enough evidence available 

now. 

Mr. Arrken. I thinkso too, sir. 

The Cuarrman. To make a decision as to which route is preferable 
and that that decision ought to be made as quickly as possible for a 
basis for estimates. I simply can’t conceive of any reason for de- 
lay on that point. It doasn’t make any commonsense to me at all. 
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Mr. Arrxen. Sir, if you would be interested, I would like to show 
these pictures to you. 

Senator Casr. While the witness is coming forward with the pic- 
tures, I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, I thoroughly agree with 
you. I think there is no excuse for leaving the people, the residents 
and the people who own residential properties, people who own 
business property on tenterhooks for the next 8 or 10 years and keepin 
this thing bandied back and forth. It seems to me a decision shoul 
be made and everybody would know where they stand. 

The Cuarrman. Let us go off the record. 

(Whereupon, the witness presented the pictures referred to.) 

Senator Case. For the record, has any study been made of the tax- 
able values that are affected on the two routes? 

Mr. Arrxen. I have not, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether anyone else has? 

Mr. Arrxen. I will be glad to supply it for the record estimates of 
cost of the parcels that would be affected by the North Capitol Street 
Freeway. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


COMPARISON FOR RovuTe 70-S ALTERNATES 


North Central Freeway—8-lane facility 


Estimated costs: 


TERUCROL-WAY - COLEVROD DTODGPEN } ick gn. ee eee $39, 500, 000 
Construction and engineering... 2.1... 


ROUGE, DORN inc ccna cntmbliteinadidsciepeinapietebeaitos 
Since gradients are not adverse, no climbing lanes are required. 
National Capital Planning Commission study line—4- and 6-lane facility 


Estimated costs: 


Rights-of-way (private property) ~.........----.-__-_--_-_- $22, 424, 000 
Construction and engineering_-.....--..--...-.-.--.-----... 61, 588, 572 






SUNN (ON 6 gots Sadia caine cai eR naam A a ee Dae 84, 012, 572 
In addition approximately 1,700,800 square feet of public lands would be 
utilized, not including street rights-of-way. This land has an estimated value 
of $3,534,600. 
Since gradients are adverse, approximately 17,600 lineal feet of climbing lanes 
are required. 

The Cuamrman. There are quite a number of witnesses remaining. 
I don’t know whether it would be possible to finish the hearing this 
morning, but I think we will run until 1 o’clock in an effort to ‘do so. 
We don’t want to cut anyone short. To the extent that is possible, I 
think it might expedite the hearing if written statements were sub- 
mitted for the record and those statements summarized orally. If 
the witness feels that only his written statement adequately expresses 
his point of view, why we will bear with him. 

Are there any more questions of Mr. Aitken ? 

Senator Casr. No, Mr. Chairman, except to say that I hope that 
somebody will give us some information on this comparison of taxable 
values. Obviously, the highway department doesn’t have them, but 
I hope if there is any witness present who has some evidence about the 
comparative taxable values that he will bring that into his testimony. 
Mr. Arrxen. All right, sir. 
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Of course, in doing so, I think it would be pertinent to give appro- 
priate weight to the question that one of you gentlemen asked a few 
minutes ago on how many acres of parklands would be affected or 
other such public property that would not be taxed but which to be 
effective would be in the public interest. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Aitken. 

Our next witness is Mr. Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of the 
Regional Capital Planning Commission. 

Good morning. You may proceed, sir. 
Do you have a prepared statement ? 
Mr. Barruotomew. No, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
REGIONAL NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY W. E. FINLEY, DIRECTOR, AND ROBERT A. KEITH, 

TRAFFIC PLANNING ENGINEER, NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING 

COMMISSION 


Mr. Barrnotomew. Gentlemen, I understand that—perhaps I 
should first say that my name is Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of 
the National Capital Planning Commission. 

It is my understanding that the matter under consideration before 
you gentlemen this morning is the possible advisability of amendments 
to the National Highway Act which might possibly remove any re- 
strictions or arbitrary provisions of that National Highway Act. 

I am quite familiar with the subject, having followed this very 
carefully for more than 20 years. I happen th hve been appointed 
by the President in 1939 as a member of the Interregional Highway 
Cheatin, which prepared what is now called the Interstate Highway 
program, and I have had occasion to work in a very large number of 
cities in which Interstate Highway locations have been given con- 
sideration and locations determined and I would like to say at the out- 
set that it has not been my observation that there are any arbitrary 

provisions or unnecessary restrictions in the language of the National 
a Act that would warrant any amendments of the nature here 
under discussion. 

I have been familiar with a very large number of controversial 
cases, others which have not been controversial, and I have not been 
aware at any time of any particularly difficult language in the Na- 
tional Highway Act itself. 

The Cuatrrman. With respect to this particular problem, you feel 
then that the language is broad enough and flexible enough to support 
a en in favor of either the Wisconsin Avenue or the North Cen- 
tral ? 

Mr. Barrnoiomew. I do, sir; yes. 

As you gentlemen are aware, the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission Act was revised by the Congress in 1952, and in that revision 
the Commission was charged with the function and the duty of prepar- 
ing a comprehensive plan for the District of Columbia and for matters 
of Federal concern in the Washington metropolitan area including, 
among other things, quite a large number of specific planning con- 
siderations such as land use, streets, highways, parks, housing, and 
transportation. 
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This the National Capital Planning Commission has done in the 
most competent, professional manner which we have found possible 
and which we believe has been entirely consistent with the needs of 
the community as a whole. 

The presentation which I would like to make this morning turns 
around each of these several subjects and more particularly with re- 
spect to the location of Interstate Highway 70-S which is what I un- 
derstand has largely been responsible for this discussion and this hear- 
ing and to demonstrate to you with facts which have been developed 
by the Planning Commission in its various studies that the proposed 
northwest corridor for this Federal Expressway is thoroughly sound 
and justified and is completely in the public interest. 

The CuatrMan. By the northwest corridor you mean the Wiscon- 
sin? 

Mr. BarrHotomew. Yes. 

Certain criticisms of it notwithstanding. 

The Congress appropriated some $400,000 to our Commission and 
to the Regional Planning Council for a comprehensive mass transpor- 
tation plan. This route proved to be an integral part of that plan, 
and I believe that the facts which we developed in that study, par- 
ticularly with respect to this route, are worthy of your most careful 
consideration. 

I feel confident that a thorough consideration of these facts will 
demonstrate to you as it has to our Commission that the objections 
now before you are without foundation from the citywide, factual 
standpoint, and from a proper planning program for the entire Na- 
tion’s Capital. 

We feel that these criticisms that have been offered are based more 
upon theory and supposition and they are not supported by a carefully 
prepared set of estimates or competent professional studies. 

We had before our Commission all of the matters which have been 
presented to you gentlemen before our conclusions were reached in the 
final transportation plan. They are not new considerations or new 
arguments. 

I don’t propose to burden you with a long presentation, but I would 
like to treat briefly with each of the several elements that I spoke of 
that go to making up a comprehensive plan of the community as the 
relate to this particular subject, and the first of these has to do wit 
why the Commission found this proposal necessary and in the public 
interest, and to that end I would like to ask our chief engineer, Mr. 
Keith, to give you a very brief summary of what our findings were 
and why the Commission came up with this particular proposal. 

The Cyatrman. Would you identify yourself, Mr. Keith for the 
record ? 

Mr. Kerrn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. My name is Robert A. Keith. I 
am a traffic planning engineer for the National Capital Planning 
Commission and I was the project director in the latter stages of the 
area transportation survey. The purpose of my brief presentation 
is to present to you gentlemen on the committee a few very important 
facts concerning this total program which we have developed and 
adopted and the primary purpose of these facts is to have you under- 
stand that we are not talking about alternate highways in the long 
run sense but we are talking about the need for having the Wisconsin 
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Avenue freeway and the north central freeway and all the other free- 
ways. The interstate question of course has confused the issue 
somewhat. 

Now, in order to develop traffic data for the future—we are talking 
about 1980 generally when we speak of the future—we went first to 
all the local area jurisdictions and got all of their zonings, all of their 
master planning and incorporated this in our figure. From this we 
ee the traffic data upon which the whole system has been 

a 

_ We then, having the traffic estimates for these future years, con- 
sidered the ability of all modes of transportation to carry the traffic 
and in doing this we considered all of the freeways and parkways that 
we finally recommended. We considered and assumed the use of the 
rapid transit and express buses which we have recommended and we 
included consideration of the improvements to all of the major streets 
that have been planned and will be filled. We haven’t gone into this 
thing simply to propose a system which appeared to be right. It is 
based upon the fact that every facility will be rather full, well, let us 
say at practical capacity by 1980. 

Vow, in considering all of these facilities and also thinking about 
the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, we have to think of more than that 
single corridor. We have to think of the broad expanse that extends 
out toward Montgomery County and somewhat to Prince Georges 
County. We have three major freeways in that area. We have the 
Wisconsin Avenue route, we have the north central route, and we have 
the interstate route to Baltimore. 

Now, we have recommended all three of these routes. Trafficwise, 
the north central route unquestionably has more basic traflic demands 
than the other routes. The northwest has second, and the northeast 
interstate route to Baltimore has the least of the three but neverthe- 
less we do need all three of them because traffic is shunted from one 
group to the other as it naturally attempts to get downtown. 

I bring that point out simply to emphasize that the northeast route 
will shortly be up before the public for the consideration in all of the 
various jhents and obviously its citizen groups will be concerned 
about it and I don’t know whether the answer to that by the citizen 
groups will be also to direct the traffic to the two north central routes. 

simply like to remind the committee that all of these routes have to 
be met some day. 

Now, if the plan is carried out as proposed by Mr. Aitken to shift 
the route to the north central route, it isn’t simply a matter of begin- 
ning at the beltway near Silver Spring and continuing down. aa 
studies clearly show the beltway itself will probably have to be 
widened to 10 lanes. It is an existing four-lane route. We have 
recommended it be widened to six. ‘Traflic data shows it will have 
to be widened to 10 lanes. This is essentially through a park. I 
think very little consideration has been —— to running this through 
the park with a 10-lane road. I would also like to remind you that 
the cost. estimates given you shortly before do not include any costs 
for widening of this road along the beltway. 

Senator Case. Widening which road? 


Mr. Kerru. ais the beltway between Pooks Hill and Silver 
y 


Spring. It would imply that you can simply use the existing road 
and I do not think that that is practicable. 
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The Cuamrman. What is the present capacity of the beltway? 

Mr. Keir. Four lanes, sir. 

The Cuairman. What is the traffic capacity ? 

Mr. Kerrn. Oh, the traflic capacity in terms of numbers of cars? 

The Cuamman. Yes. 

Mr. Kerru. The four-lane road in that area would probably have 
about 40,000 cars a day when it is full. 

The Cuarrman, Isn’t it normally given in terms of peak hours? 

Mr. Kerri. Well, in the peak hours it is a matter of a little bit 
under 1,500 vehicles an hour in one lane and one direction and 
so— 

The Cuairman. Two lanes in one direction would be twice that? 

Mr. Kerri. Right. 

The Cuairman. What traffic would it, if the north central route 
were approved, what additional traffic would go on the beltway ? 

Mr. Kerru. | have to give you an if or and. 

If we decide the Wisconsin Avenue route is never to be built, and 
this seems to be strongly suggested, then we have to assume that most 
all of the traflic which would have been using Wisconsin Avenue free- 
way through the Bethesda part of it would switch to the beltway and 
down to Silver Spring and through Bethesda it is a four- and six-lane 
route which simply means a large part of that has to be shifted to 
the beltway. 

The Crairman. It was your theory that all three of these routes 
must be built ? 

Mr. Kerru. Yes, sir. 

The Cuaiman. Do you have any judgment as to whether if Wis- 
consin Avenue route is built north central route actually would be 
planned for construction ? 

Mr. Kerru. Well 

The Crratrman. Who would build the north central route in that 
event ! 

Mr. Krirn. The District Highway Department would build it in 
the District and Maryland Roads Commission in Maryland. I un- 
derstand that Public Roads has said either informally or formally 
that they would consider such a route acceptable for the oe 50-50 
ABC program and the Maryland Roads Commission I believe has 
suggested that both the north-central and northwest, Wisconsin Ave- 
nue routes would probably both meet it. I don’t know whether they 
have taken the formal position or not. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Case? 

Senator Casr. Have you participated in the considerations and de- 
liberations of the Joint Committee on Washington and Metropolitan 
Problems? 

Mr. Kerrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Are you familiar with this proposal that I read a 
while ago that it is expected would be incorporated in S. 3193 when 
reported to the Senate tomorrow providing that “no freeway or new 
parkway more than two lanes in width shall be built within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia west of 12th Street, northwest and north of—— 

Mr. Kerri. Are you directing it to me, sir? 

The Cratrman. Either you or Mr. Bartholomew. 

Mr. Kerru. Yes. We have worked in the committee in a very in- 
formal way and are somewhat familiar with what its implications 
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would be. The regional council passed a resolution yesterday which 
maybe Mr. Gingery, the chairman of the regional council may wish 
to read to you or incorporate in the record. 

Senator Casr. Well, briefly, what does it do and who is the re- 
gional council ? 

Mr. Gincery. The regional planning council, Senator Case, is the 
Metropolitan Planning Commission and we are operated under an 
act. of Congress that set us up and we are represented on this com- 
mission, four peopie from Maryland, four people from Virginia, and 
several from the District of Columbia. Mr. Bartholomew, General 
Welling, are members from the District of Columbia. 

The Cuarrman. Would you identify yourself? 


STATEMENT OF DONALD E. GINGERY, CHAIRMAN, REGIONAL NA- 
TIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION; ACCOMPANIED BY 


RICHARD H. KRAFT, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Ginecrry. I am Donald E. Gingery, chairman of the National 
Capital Regional Planning Council. 

We, with the national commission, had charge of developing the 
mass transit survey. We also worked closely with the Budget Bureau 
to present the recommendations for the mass transit legislation be- 
fore Senator Bible’s committee. We were alarmed, to say the least, 
at this prohibition and the way this bill was apparently coming out 
of commitiee. We held a meeting yesterday and had a unanimous 
vote from all the people from Maryland and the District including 
General Welling and I will read it to you. 


The effects of the proposed changes to the bill as reported to the press— 


because we have not been allowed to see the final draft, but we under- 
stand the draft you have read is the draft— 


which would, (1) require authorizing legislation before the new transportation 
agency could request appropriations from the Congress for the acquisition of 
rights-of-way and median strips; (2) limit the new transportation agency to 
planning, with no acquisition or development functions except as additionally 
authorized by acts of Congress; and (3) prohibit for approximately a decade 
any highway construction in the northwest sector, are as follows: 

i. Substantial delay in carrying out a comprehensive transportation program 
in accordance with the recommendations of the council and National Capital 
Planning Commission in the transportation plan for the National Capital region. 

2. Delay in the acquisition of critically needed rights-of-way and median 
strips, resulting in irrevocably lost opportunities in some cases and substantially 
increased cost in others. 

8. Preclusion of comprehensive planning for, and the development of, a unified 
transportation system for the region, by arbitrarily preventing construction of 
facilities in a portion of the region. 


The National Capital Regional Planning Council reiterates its 
support of the bill as admitted to the Congress and, while it urges the 
enactment at this session of the Congress of transportation legislation, 
it strongly hopes that its objections to the changes in the bill reported 
in the press will receive full consideration. ‘ 

Now, frankly, what that means is that the way the bill is coming out 
ou can’t intelligently plan a highway system for the District of Co- 
umbia, You can’t take a million people and forget they exist until 

you build a subway system and try it out. Now, that is what the 
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bill says: you have got to build a subway system. Don’t build any- 
thing over two lanes wide in a big corridor, the northwest corridor of 
the city, and see if the subway system handles the traffic and if it 
doesn’t work then go back to Congress and get permission to build a 
highway. Itis simply mental garbage. 

The Cuatrman. May I ask Mr. Keith this question? 

I am aware that your testimony thus far has been that both Wis- 
consin Avenue and the North Capitol routes ought to be built. Now, 
if only one were to be built and if the prospects were that only one 
would be built, which of the two would have the highest priority ? 

Mr. Barruotomew. Our commission believes that in the mers 
interest both routes need to be built and both are going to be needed 
very badly, so that it is not a question of either or, but a question of 
when we can get both. 

Senator Case. Both would not be eligible for the inclusion on the 
Interstate System, would they ¢ 

Mr. Barruotomew. That is correct, Senator. 

The Cuatrman. Which has the highest priority ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I think what probably has confused this mat- 
ter somewhat, the fact that under the interstate program you can get 
money for only one, but it was our judgment as presented in the mass 
transportation plan that the northwest corridor would be the pre- 
ferred interstate route. 

The Cuatrman. Well, that is not quite the answer to the question 
that I asked with respect to the traflic needs of that portion of the 
city. Which of these two routes has the highest priority. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Well, as Mr. Keith stated, we found that the 
heaviest demand was on the north-central corridor. The second 
heaviest demand is on the northwest corridor, and we have other 
interstate routes, such as the northeast connection to Baltimore, on 
which we propose to develop interstate routes, that have less demand 
than the northwest. 

The northwest happens to be somewhat less than the north corri- 
dor but it is higher than other radial routes, some of which are inter- 
state, in the metropolitan region. 

The Cuatrman. Well, now, if the north-central corridor has the 
greatest traffic burden, why then did you recommend that the north- 
west corridor be the preferred interstate route? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Because you have to understand the entire 
mass transportation plan, to understand our recommendation in that 
regard. We do not consider that it is feasible to cross up various of 
these routes in a helter-skelter pattern merely because there happens 
to be some particular funds onlte a program available at this time. 

If, for example, you propose to take an interstate route and divert 
it temporarily, perhaps, to meet a particular demand, and this pro- 
posal has not been offered before and I am not offering it as a sug- 
gestion, but I am offering it as an illustration, that if you really wish 
to be consistent you would take the northeast proposed interstate 
route and divert it to the north central, there would be more justifi- 
cation for such diversion than there would be from the northwest. 

Senator Case. Why do you say more justification ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Because it is closer. It does not involve such 
a great deviation. It would serve relatively the same area where the 
northwest route does not serve a similar area. 
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Senator Case. Would it meet the statutory provisions with regard 
to the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I am sure it would be. 

Senator Case. Would it more than the other ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I would say it could be made to conform 
equally as well. 

Senator Case. Would it connect Frederick with the city of Wash- 
ington ? 

r. BarrHotomew. Yes. The outer belt is still going to be there. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Tallamy said that the control points for this 
particular Interstate Route 70-S is the city of Washington and the 
city of Frederick. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Yes. Answering your question, yes, we would 
have this, then, and we would have this somehow connected with the 
north corridor [indicating]. And what you just spoke of connecting 
Frederick would be then taken care of in the northeast route, but 
what I am trying to suggest to you gentlemen is that we have here a 
mass transportation plan for both highways and for rapid transit, 
both rail and bus. 

Senator Cas. Mr. Bartholomew, your statutory responsibility is to 
— recommendations for mass transportation for the area, the 

istrict of Columbia, or is it the region ¢ 

Mr. BarrnoLtomew. Our onsibilities under the statute are to 
provide for a comprehensive plan both for the District of Columbia 
and for all Federal activities or functions within the metropolitan 
area and therefore we have studied, as I started out to say to you 
gentlemen in my testimony, all phases of development, including land 
use, highways, parks, housing, and mass transportation, and if you 
attempt to segregate one of these items from the others you fail to 
develop a comprehensive plan and you fail to bring about the most 
logical and balanced development of the entire metropolitan area. 

Senator Casr. What are your statutory responsibilities with respect 
to the Interstate System ? 

Mr. BarrHotomew. The same as any other phase of development 
of the entire planning process in this area. There is no particular 
specifics under our legislation that we shall plan any matter, whether 
it be parks, housing, or highways, as specific function. Our function 
is to coordinate all facilities and all planning, and that is exactly, 
gentlemen, what our metropolitan transportation plan reflects, as I 
was starting—our presentation here is a little mixed up, but I ex- 
pected to come to it. 

Senator Caspr. I think you have made some admirable s ions 
with re to the development of the District of Columbia, and I 
can understand why you say there should be several radial routes 
entering into the city but we are dealing here, that is a subcommittee 
of the Public Roads Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, has presently before it the proposed biennial highway act 
which deals with the ABC roads and the Interstate System. The 
directive to this committee was to consider this question as the ques- 
tion relates to the Interstate System to see whether there should be 
any recommendations made in connection with the presentation of 
that bill to the Senate at this session of Congress. The interstate act, 
the codified public roads law which deals with the Interstate System, 
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places upon the State highway department ific responsibilities 
when it says that the routes of this system shall be selected by joint 
action of the State highways department of each State and the ad- 
joining States subject to approval by the Secretary provided in sub- 
section (e) of this section. 

The question I asked you as to your responsibility with the Inter- 
state System was to find if you could point to any statutory responsi- 
bility of the National Capital Planning Commission with respect to 
the selection of routes for the Interstate System. 

Is there any? Is there any statutory responsibility ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I would say yes, we are responsible for making 
proposals on all of these things. 

Senator Case. Well, can you cite specific statutory responsibility 
of your Commission to make recommendations or selection of routes 
on the Interstate Highway System ? 

Mr. Finutey. Mr. Chairman, if I may answer this specification, my 
name is William A. Finley, Director of the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission. 

Sir, I think there are two justifications for the Planning Commis- 
sion’s being involved in the planning of interstate freeways. The 
first is, as Mr. Bartholomew indicated, the National Capital Planning 
Act which instructs the Commission to be concerned with full range 
planning, including the highways. 

The second is the requirement that the Planning Commission an- 
nually review the National Capital budget program including the 
location of and the extent of highways and their methods of financing. 

The Cruamman. Actually, what this means is, considering the ac- 
tion bearing upon the Interstate Highway System, is simply from 
their point of view it is appropriate to consult with agencies like 
yours, but there is no requirement that they do. 

Mr. Frntey. There is a requirement that they consult. Yes, there 
is, Sir. 

The Cuatrman. But there is no requirement in their legislation. 

Mr. Fintry. You are only reading part of the legislation. If you 
read the National Capital Planning Act it indicates that all District 
and Federal agencies must consult with the Planning Commission and 
Regional Council on all physical improvements in the District and 
environs. 

Senator Casz. They should consult but it doesn’t say you should 
select. 

Mr. Fintey. No one here has suggested in my opinion, sir, that the 
Planning Commission is selecting such a route. The Planning Com- 
mission was called upon to conduct the feasibility study in the north- 
west corridor because the Highway Department refused to doso. The 
mass transportation survey which was the result of the joint efforts 
of the National Capital Regional Planning Council and the National 
Capital Planning eemaaaten called for all three highway routes in 
in the north central, northwest, and northeast. 

Senator Cass. There would be nothing to prevent the building of 
all three highways or routes in any action by the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the State highway authorities of the District and the 
State, if they selected any one of the three for the Interstate System. 

Mr. Fintey. That is right. 
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Senator Casr. There is nothing to preclude the development of the 
other two? ! 

Mr. Fintey. That is right. The Planning Commission is not in a 

osition to instruct the Highway Department which route it should 

uild. The Planning Commission attempted to prove the feasibility 
of the northwest route because it felt it was the one which was best for 
the city, and it also knew that if you read the highway act closely that 
it was the route that would be chosen for the interstate route, and that 
the Highway Department at that time was saying the northwest route 
was not feasible. It did not believe that. 

At this point we have seen the Bureau of Public Roads, the emi- 
nent authority on this subject in the United States, has concurred 
with this. 

The Crairman. Let me ask you this because it is not clear in my 
mind, whatever may be the situation with respect to others. Your 
agency supports construction of both of these routes essentially? 

Mr. Fintey. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Why, then, do you object so vehemently as you 
apparently do to the selection of north central route as an interstate 
route? 

Mr. Fintry. Sir, I think it is fair to say that the Planning Com- 
mission is not objecting violently to the north central route. It 
simply feels the northwest route is a superior route for many reasons. 

First, we feel that it 

Mr. Barrno.tomew. Senator Muskie, if we were permitted to go 
ahead with our presentation I think all or many of your questions 
would be answered. 

The Cuamman. Well, all right. How much time would your pres- 
entation take ? 

Mr. BarrHoLtomew. Well, as we had in mind presenting these several 
matters that I spoke of, perhaps 15 or 20 minutes. 

The CuHarman, Mr. Vactaahvan, I wonder if you can accommo- 
date me just a little. It is apparent that the hearing will have to con- 
tinue this afternoon and TI cannot be here this afternoon so I wonder 
if you would have any objections to our hearing the next group of 
witnesses this morning and then you could finish your testimony this 
afternoon with Senator Case? 

Mr. BarrHotomew. Yes. I would be very glad to accommodate 
you and if possible I would like to have Mr. Keith complete his 
statement and I would like to have Mr. Finley make a brief description 
of why we chose this particular route and why it is a logical route, 
since we couldn’t get any assistance from the Highway Department 
in determining the location, and I would like also briefly to have Mr. 
Gingery, while you are still here, the Chairman of our Planning Com- 
mission, Regional Planning Council, I should say, make a statement. 
Would there be opportunity for that now ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes, sir. Then your testimony would be postponed 
until this afternoon ? ‘ 

Mr. Barruotomew. Postpone mine until this afternoon. 
Mr. Frntxy. You would permit us to testify now ? 

The Cuatrman. Yes, can you do that in 5 minutes each ? 
Mr. BartHotomew. Yes, in 5 minutes each, I think we can. 
The Cuarrman. Fine. 
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Mr. Kerru. I have just one point, sir, on the substitute language or 
additional language in S. 3193 that you read this morning, I would 
like to point out that it may prove to be impractical to build the rapid 
transit line into Bethesda unless the freeway can be planned at the 
same time, because if we do not have a highway to put the transit line 
in, it will add anywhere from $25 to $100 million to the cost of the 
transit system. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Finley. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Mr. Finley will describe briefly the route. 

Mr. Fintey. Mr. Chairman, several statements have been made 
here today. I do not know the basis for the information that the 
northwest route was one which was going to raise great havoc with 
the District tax base. I think the planning commission is concerned 
with that as anyone—as we are on the qualities of the city—and I 
would submit that this is an erroneous impression that you have, and 
I am not sure where you have this conclusion. 

First, let me say that the Interstate System is now built to Pooks 
Hill at this point [indicating]. It has been assumed for many years 
that it would come into the District in this general corridor from 
Rock Creek Park over the river. There isn’t any question about it 
that in the long run, I think everyone agrees, that eventually a freeway 
will be necessary in this corridor, just as one will be necessary in this 
corridor, and that one will be necessary in the Northeast. 

In order to determine the feasibility of this route, the Maryland 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission made a study of 
the route in Maryland along the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. We 
simply took their study and tested it and it turned out to be, it seemed 
to us, very reasonable, and then tried to find a relatively simple, a 
relatively inexpensive, method of reaching the District from the Dis- 
trict line to the inner loop. Obviously, this is not easy. Many peo- 
ple had tried it before and had not succeeded. 

It was relatively simple to continue the line to Tenley Circle be- 
cause this area I would not consider intensely built up. 

The problem then was to bring it into the inner loop. 

Everyone is concerned and desires to avoid the very, very valuable 
and unique area occupied largely by embassies and extremely large 
homes in the Cleveland Park area, the Cathedral area, and George- 
town area. 

For that reason, we attempted to immediately swing the freeway to 
the east along alinement roughly up the Tilden Street area, across 
the southerly boundary of the Bureau of Standards, under Connec- 
ticut Avenue along the line with Tilden, down a relatively unimpor- 
tane portion of Melvin Hazen Park, across the park as soon as possible 
on a high level bridge. This crossing, by the way, has the endorse- 
ment of the National Park Service, one which they feel is probably 
the best solution in the long run because they fear very much as many 
people here do, that if the northwest corridor is not built that you are 
going to run into 10 times as much opposition as you have thus far in 
the north central, which has not yet been studied to the extent that 
the northwest one has, that the eventual conclusion will be to run it 
down to Rock Creek Park. This is still quite a popular idea with many 
people and, of course, the National Park Service, the Maryland Na- 
tional Park and Planning Commission, our planning commission, 
could not agree to that. 
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As we indicated here earlier today, no one has been able to prove 
that the northwest route is not practicable, because it is. We hired the 
largest highway engineering firm in the United States, Michael Baker 
& Resotintes, just to determine whether or not it was feasible to brin 
the highway through in this direction. They proved that it was onl 
they also gave us cost estimates which we feel are quite conservative. 

The proposal here that should be understood is to bring six lanes 
from Pooks Hill into Tenley Circle and then branch off four lanes 
across the park into the inner loop and four lanes down to Glover 
Archbold as had been proposed by the Highway Department. 

Someone said here today you get eight lanes for the price of four 
in the north central. I am afraid that is not an accurate statement 
either. 

The Cuatrman. This green branch to which you have just referred, 
the estimates for constructing that are not included in the $87 million 
dollars—$85 ? 

Mr. Fintry. That is right. They are included in the regular Dis- 
trict highway budget. That is not part of the interstate situation 
in the usual sense. 

Senator Case. Does the District contemplate building the Arch- 
bold Parkway soon ? 

Mr. Fintry. Is Mr. Aitken here? 

Mr. De Gast I think could answer that much better than I. 

Mr. Dr Gast. The District has had the Glover Archbold scheduled 
but there is some problem on the design of it and the manner in which 
the land was given and so it is temporarily postponed or held in 
abeyance. 

Senator Case. Is it funded? 

Mr. De Gast. I think the funding has been held in reserve. 

Mr. Fintny. There was a lawsuit of the former owners to prevent 
the Highway Department making that into a parkway. The Planning 
Commission in this case coneurs with the Highway Department that 
this should be a four-lane parkway. 

I think probably, if you are really interested in the comparing of the 
north central and the northwest routes, which is really the sort of thing 
you seem to be getting at here today, you ought to realize that there 
are only 75 homes involved from the District line—only 75 homes from 
the District line to Rock Creek Park, in this entire stretch of highway 
from the District line to the park. 

On the other side of the park, in the case of both of these routes 
it is very intensively built up and there are, oh, I would say, I think 
itis 1,100 dwelling units involved in this portion of either one of these 
freeways. 

One of the major differences between the north central and north- 
west is that the northwest primarily goes through institutional areas 
and the Planning Commission and its engineers have proposed that 
two sections of this be tunneled in order to avoid interfering with 
these institutions, including the Home for Incurables, of which you 
saw a picture, Celia Hurst Elementary School, and the Sidwell 
Friends School. 

The engineers have indicated this is a feasible thing and we believe 
it would be a justifiable cost. We do not feel those institutions should 
be disturbed and that is why a drilled rock tunnel is proposed in that 
area, 
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Forty percent of this route in the District is on public lands, either 
in park lands or Bureau of Standards or other land that is owned by 
the District or Federal Government. P 

The Cuamman. Do you know how much saving of cost that 
represents ? . dead 

fr. Frvtey. It is pretty hard to say. The land is several million 
dollars a mile typically, just land and improvements. I think you 
ought to realize that the nature of this route is one which is primarily 
through institutional areas, an attempt to avoid homes. 

The Cuarrman. You say 40 percent of that route through the 
District is public land. That would make it what, about 2.2 miles 
that is public land? 

Mr. Fintey. I don’t have that figure. 

The Cuamman. It is 40 peers 5.5. 

Mr. Frntey. That is right. 

Now the main difference between these two routes in terms of effect 
on the community is as follows: The north central route as envi- 
sioned today, and that precludes any oe across this residential 
community which to my knowledge no one has proposed, would be 
first we think the complete demolition of 3 miles of Rock Creek Park 
stretching from Pooks Hill to Forest Green Park which is now a 
4-lane parkway and eventually according to our estimates would 
have to become 10 lanes. This is the narrowest portion of Rock Creek 
Park. It would mean a complete destroying of that. 

The $22 millon figure you have, presumably from the Maryland 
State Roads Commission, which piicakes a doo million cost from 
here on the circumferential route around to the District line, is one 
which we think at this point is not feasible. This is simply someone 
drawing a pencil ring on a map. It is not a serious study including 
the location of fabarelinin es which sometimes take up 50, 60 acres as 
does the one in Pooks Hill 

We are informed in the last 2 days, that most recent studies have 
indicated that it might be required to bring this route around Silver 
Spring up into this area, Sligo Creek Parkway area, in order to avoid 
the complexities of trying to run along the rail line in Silver Spring. 
We would submit that that the $22 million figure doesn’t really mean 
anything at this point. 

he other thing you should realize is that this route will call for 
the demolition of 2,400 dwelling units—2,400 dwelling units—from 
the District line to the inner loop. That is a very recent count made 
by our people. 

I am sorry to take so much time. 

The Cuairman. It is quite all right. I appreciate having the testi- 
ony which I think you have condensed as much as you could. 

r. Barruotomew. We would like very much if you do have 
time—— 

Senator Case. Just one question. What is the prospect of the 
Glover-Archbold Parkway being constructed in the near future? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. The outcome of that is dependent upon what 
may come out of this particular lawsuit that has been brought and 
that will not be determined until some time this fall, wetbieiie. but 
the District government has always intended to do that. The Plan- 
ning Commission has always expected that it would be a parkway 
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TI will speak about that, however, later in my testimony, and I would 
like the opportunity if we may now to hear from Mr. Gingery, who 
is Chairman of the Regional Planning Council, and as such the Plan- 
ning Council is interested in the whole area problem as well as within 
the District itself. 

The Cuarrman. Will 5 minutes be useful to you, Mr. Gingery ? 

Mr. Gincery. Senator Muskie, I can’t piteitily cover what I have to 
say in 5 minutes. 

The Cuarrman. Could you give me a summary now and go into 
detail this afternoon? 

Mr. Grincery. Yes, I can. 

We have made very definite studies on this so-called Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor. We have also got a serious problem in Maryland 
that if we delay any longer on deciding this route it is going to be a 
moot question how we are going to get it done, because it is costing us 
about $50,000 per quarter to delay. That is how many building permits 
are being issued in Maryland because we can’t locate these rights-of- 


way. 

The truth of the matter is that they are actually costing us some- 
where close to $100,000 a week per quarter and that, gentleman, is on 
three corridors into the District of Columbia. We can’t get any 
action out of the District of Columbia. We haven’t got the dlightest 
cooperation from the District of Columbia—$100,000 a week on the 
third route to Baltimore, $100,000 a week on the central route, and 
$100,000 a week increased cost in land acquisition on the Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor. 

That, gentleman, has been certified to by the best engineers in 
the State of Maryland and that is the increased costs for acquisition 
of rights-of-way in Maryland. Actually we can’t afford the luxury of 
any further del ay. 

We have had an area photograph made. I have it here today and I 
would like to show it to you. Itisa great big one. It is the only way 
to understand what this route is. We had the costs of this route 
certified to by Michael Baker & Associates, and we submitted this 
information. I don’t know how we are going to get it out here, but 
you ought to look at it. I think it is important to look at it. 

The Cuarrman. Was this taken by a U-2? 

wate Ginerry. Well, I was party to getting it done, I am frank to 
admit. 

We have got this route laid out. 

Here is the Pooks Hill interchange. I want you to understand 
that we have two major Federal installations that block any proposal 
except through the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. Here they are: The 
Naval Hospital and the National Institutes of Health. If we don’t 
go between them and we are blocked down the road by extensive devel- 
opment, we have got to go clear to the east of Silver Spring and I can 
prove it to you because I have also been a member of the planning 
commission in Montgomery County and Prince Georges County for 
11 years. 

think I have a reasonable idea of what the development in these 
land-use plans are in these two areas. 

Right here is the critical point. This is what is causing the trouble. 
This is why these things are before us and why there is a fuss, 
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_ Here is the Bethesda-Chevy Chase School, some apartment build- 
ings, Our Lady of Lourdes, and two major office buildings costing $4 
million. One of them has a building permit and the other is in for a 
building permit before the Board of Zoning Appeals. If those two 
office buildings are built they will cost more to demolish the entire 
cost of right-of-way today through Bethesda. The entire right-of- 
way cost through Bethesda today from Pooks Hill to the District 
line is $8 million by appraisal. If those two office buildings are built 
the cost goes up double to demolish two office buildings. 

If we take it to the west of Old Georgetown Road, you are going to 
wipe out some of the best communities in Montgomery County. If 
you go to the east of Silver Spring you are going to have equal trouble 
and the right-of-way cost to go down to Silver Spring to get to East- 
West Highway, is $19 million and approximately $20 million to get 
it to the District line. I don’t know where those figures came from 
for the $21 million that came out of the Maryland State Road Com- 
mission, presumably, but they are simply not accurate. That is the 
line drawn on top of the B. & O. right-of-way and it wipes out all 
the industrial area of Silver Spring. Furthermore, you can’t get 
that much traffic across the county. It is like taking three highways 
and putting them into one. It isn’t going to work. Furthermore, if 
you are talking about saving on assessed valuation of property, if 
we bottle up with traffic this entire business district of Bethesda, it 
will be downhill and become a conversionary, we will lose tax revenues. 
This is a cut highway. It goes below grade. We tear it—we cut the 
streets off and—— 

The Cuarrman. How deep is the cut ? 

Mr. Gincery. At least 814 to 19 feet under the major obstructions. 

Remember, we have got to get into the difficulties. Here is the 
Chevy Chase Club. We have been able to squeeze through there and 
get through without changing the characteristics of the Chevy Chase 
Club at all, but we still must get through this particular pomt. ‘Then 
we have got to get through a very important piece of ground that is 
now open and vacant but will be built on shortly with the highest type 
use and that is known as the Bergdahl tract. We have got to tunnel 
the Woodward & Lothrop parking lot, and the cut and fill section to 
get through between the Bergdahl tract and Woodward & Lothrop 
situation. 

Senator Casr. You will come across under Western Avenue then ? 

Mr. Gincery. Under Western Avenue. We come across Reno 
Reservoir. 

The Cuatrman. That is near my house. 

Mr. Gincery. We will come down to Tenley Circle. Tenley Circle 
is important. We have to get there some way. It doesn’t make an 
difference whether it is west of Old Georgetown Road or east of Roc 
Creek. 

Now, we have carried this thing on through. We have got a lot of 
park land. We have to tunnel it through the Bureau of Standards 
but it is going out anyway. You see, we don’t hurt Rock Creek Park 
at all. I think you ought to study this closer. 

The Melvin Hazen Park runs into Rock Creek. 

Mr. Frintey. I think the important thing if you are concerned with 
the institutions is that the tunnels from behind the Best & Co. and the 
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Equitable Life Insurance, this being Wisconsin Avenue, all the way 
through this area and it doesn’t come out to almost here or almost 
to Reno Road and then cuts along the southern edge of the Bureau 
of Standards which as you know is moving, then cuts under Con- 
oe Avenue, coming out here and from then on you are free and 
clear. 

Mr. Kerrn. Melvin Hazen Park goes to here. 

The CuarrMan. Where is the impact on Cleveland Park? 

Mr. Fintey. It doesn’t go anywhere near Cleveland Park. The 
people in the Tilden area who are the prime movers of this opposition 
indicate they are part of Cleveland Park. Most people feel Cleveland 
Park starts here and on down. It does not go through Cleveland 
Park proper. This is a misconception. 

Senator Case. Where would the branch be going down the Glover 
Archbold ? 

Mr. Fintey, From Tenley Park. This would go down [indicat- 
ing, the four lanes would cut across the park and inner loop. 

’ me Cuairman. All of this section through the park is on an ele- 
vate 

Mr. Fintry. No, this is on grade through here and would bridge 
across Rock Creek in this area advetient 

Mr. BarruoLtomew. High level ? 

Mr. one High level bridge, so it would not affect the use of 
the park, 

e avoided coming through Melvin Hazen Park here even though 
this was originally a right-of-way because it would affect the apart- 
ment houses and surrounding quality of the area at Connecticut 
Avenue. 

Therefore, we tunneled under this broad section of Tilden not dis- 
turbing any apartment houses or homes in this area. This has all been 
worked out by a consulting engineer. It is quite feasible, quite prac- 
ticable. That is why the Bureau of Public Roads can’t reject it. 

Mr. Gincery. You might as well go ahead and tell them the situa- 
tion— we have a real good, workable plan in the District of Columbia. 
Go ahead. 

Mr. Fintey. It just simply cuts across west at Adams Morgan, 
across Irving, under 16th, and then could follow any one of half a 
dozen routes from Irving Street down to the inner loop which is right 
here. 

Senator Case. What does the inner loop follow ? 

Mr. Frntey. In this area it is around T Street. This is Connecti- 
cut Avenue. It is south of Universal Building at Florida. This is 
Florida. This is Adams Morgan demonstration urban renewal area. 
Inner loop in this case cuts around it. 

Senator Casr. When is that section of the inner loop scheduled for 
construction ? 

Mr. De Gast. All I can say at this point is it is not in our 6-year 
program. It is in the latter part of construction of the inner loop. 

r. Grncery. That is an extremely good way to look at a capital 
project of any type because you can look at every structure. But 
drawing on the underside of the negatives you can see exactly how 
it will look. 

The Cuamman. Referring to that Cleveland Park section, what is 
there about the presence of the highway, or the threat of the presence 
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of the highway as pictured, that would have an effect on the property 
values ? 

Mr. Frntey. If you are asking me, sir? 

The Cuairman. I know I am asking for the rebuttal before I get 
the case, but I won’t be here this afternoon, 

Mr. Finuey. | think it is fair to say that nine-tenths of the opposi- 
tion to this Northwest Freeway has been sponsored by a relatively 
small number of people who live on the northern edge of Cleveland 
Park who feel that, one, they are antihighways. They obviously live 
close in, in a lovely neighborhood, in order to avoid long drives to 
work. They feel that transit is a solution and that anything they 
can do to stop the freeway is both to their interests and that of the 
community. 

We happen to feel that this is a somewhat narrow view. The total 
public interest will be best served by both freeways and transit, and 
the Planning Commission is second to none in fighting for transit 
here. I think that is the answer to your question. 

Mr. Gincery. Senator, this afternoon if I possibly can I would like 
to present the picture that we are faced with in Maryland if the pro- 
hibition as proposed by this Transit Act is actually passed by Con- 
gress. I am going to be able to prove to you that practically no high- 
way planning can go ahead in the District or Maryland, that Mary- 
land is in complete jeopardy and that this is really an amendment to 
the Highway Act which does not exist and should never have passed 
the Congress. 

I will also try to bring out the necessity of having this decision 
made and made promptly or the impossibility of doing it if a decision 
is not made. 

It is a little complex. It is frightfully important. It involves mil- 
lions and millions and millions of dollars. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Gingery. 

I want to express my appreciation to all of the witnesses this morn- 
ing. I think that we ought to break now for lunch notwithstanding 
the fact that we didn’t get as far as 1 hoped we might. 

The committee will recess then until 2:30 and Senator Case will 
conduct the hearmg. I wishI might. It may be that I can get away 
from my other committee in time sufficiently to get some of the testi- 
mony. I found myself developing an interest this morning that I 
didn’t have before. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Barruotomew. May we file with the committee a group of our 
transportation reports ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
2:30 p.m., on the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Case. The committee will resume its hearing. 

Mr. Bartholomew, how much time did you want to present your 
statement? 

Mr. BarrHotomew. This afternoon ? 
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Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Barruotomew. I believe that I can finish within 10 or 15 
minutes, and then Mr. Gingery as Chairman of our Regional National 
Capital Planning Commission would like to take—— 

Mr. Gincery. Ten minutes. 

Mr. BarrHo.tomew. I would say a half hour. 

Senator Case. In that case, I think maybe what we ought to do is 
to ask you to step aside until we hear some of the other witnesses, 
because already you have had more time than others, and perhaps, 
your testimony might be more appropriate after we have heard some 
of the others. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. If you wish, I can make it even shorter, sir. 

Senator Case. If you can shorten it, you may proceed, but I do 
want to conclude by 4 o’clock, if it is at all possible. I want to give 
the other people a chance to be heard. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. I will endeavor to finish in 10 minutes, and 
Mr. Gingery says he will do the same—perhaps less. 

Senator Casz. All right. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, REGIONAL 
NATIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION—Resumed 


Mr. Barrnotomew. Mr. Chairman, may I say that you have heard 
now, an explanation as to why we selected this particular route; 
why we feel that we are going to need all of these corridors, because 
of the traffic demand. 

I think our detailed studies in the reports which we have filed with 
you, will demonstrate that by 1980, when we have something like 3 
million people within this metropolitan area, there will be full war- 
rant for express highways of the interstate type if not each specifically, 
a Federal interstate route in the northeast; in the north central; and 
in the northwest corridors. 

I say that for this reason. Speaking now with respect to the street 
system, if there is no adequate express highway of approximate inter- 
state standard built in the northwest area, the result will be that with 
the additional population which we expect will approximately double 
in the area which lies between Rock Creek Park and the Potomac 
River, this proposed deviation to the north will not satisfy that traf- 
fic demand and as the population increases and buildings come, the 
traffic will attempt to come down to the central part of the city. 

IT am not concerned here with the word “direct.” I am concerned 
however with the satisfaction of the traffic demand between Rock 
Creek Park and the Potomac River. 

Now, the satisfaction of the traffic demand for this entire area is 
not going to be satisfied by a distorted deviation of this route, 70-S, 
over through the Silver Spring district. Nobody in their right mind 
here—that is, to the west of the National Health Institute for in- 
stance—is going to go out Wisconsin Avenue, to the outer belt, clear 
over to Silver Spring and then endeavor to come down town via the 
north central route. 

There is a tremendous local demand as well as the through traffic, 
that comes on the interstate route from Frederick. There is going 
to be a tremendous local demand generated in this entire Northwest 
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section which can only be satisfied by a route which comes approxi- 
mately through the center of that area. That demand is not goin 
to be satisfied by any rapid transit line, even though we have a edod 
interstate highway with a subway, which will operate in an open 
cut from Tenley Circle, let us say, to the north. 

The maximum estimate that we have—or rather, I should qualify 
that by saying that the estimate prepared by our engineers as to the 
number of people that will use the rapid transit line is approximately 
50 percent of the demand. The other 50 percent is going to be in 
automobiles. 

This is the age of the automobile and we cannot ignore it. People 
are going to have cars and they are going to wish to drive them. We 
do hope, however, to attract to the rapid transit line some of those 
who now use cars but with this added population that is going to 
come in this area, if we do not have this Northwest Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor route, the streets of the District are going to become more 
and more and more crowded with traffic endeavoring to get down to 
the central part of the city, and it is that traffic which is not going 
to clear out to the outer belt and over around Silver Spring in order 
to come down the north central corridor. 

Now, that traffic, that overcrowding of the local streets, is going to 
do more damage, is going to impair property areas in the entire 
Northwest area far more than any damage that may be done by the 
construction of an interstate route such as is proposed, and shown 
on that map. 

As Mr. Finley pointed out to you this morning, this is a very 
lightly occupied, not intensively developed area in which we have 
selected this route. 

I may say, however, that we have selected this route by necessity. 
Had we been able to secure, or if we in the future secure, from the 
highway authorities another alternate route that is better than this, 
I can assure you that the Planning Commission will probably be as 
quick as any other agency to approve it; but we feel that there must 
be some sort of a route. Without it, this local increase in volume of 
traffic of the local streets is going to create more problems. It is 
going to have a much more severe effect on the development of the 
ger area than any damage that may be done by the proposed 
70-S. 

You will note, sir, that the opponents of this bill merely say to you, 
“Please push this off on to somebody else; just so long as you leave 
it out of our area.” That is the entire tenure of their position. It is 
unfair. It is not in accordance with the public need and it merely in- 
vites—I don’t think that they themselves are aware of the fact that 
if their district gets more and more crowded with traffic on their local 
streets, that it is going to have an adverse effect upon their housing. 

Being very realistic sir, and looking at that map, and assuming that 
that 70-S is built as shown there, I ask how can that possibly adversely 
affect Georgetown? It cannot possibly affect Georgetown because it 
takes the great volume of traffic off over Tilden Street and brings it 
down into the central area of the city without going near Georgetown ; 
but let us consider for a moment what happens if we don’t bring that 
route and this pressure of traffic comes into the entire Northwest area. 

Several things are gcing to happen. First, we are going to have 
to widen streets like Reno Road or Foxhall Road. Is that going to 
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be beneficial to property values? It is going to do great damage to 
property values. 

That traffic when it seeks to come therefore, down through these 
streets, is going to come into Georgetown, and there is going to be 
more damage done to Georgetown, more damage to values, more dam- 
age to the housing by the failure to build this route, than can possibly 
be done by the proposal that is made. 

Now, I aaa like to close, sir, with just one analogy. 

Let us assume that instead of a highway with a certain capacity, this 
were a sewer or a storm drainage sewer; and let us assume that each 
of them had for example, a 12-foot dimension. I know of no legisla- 
tive body in the United States, and I worked in more than 100 cities, 
I know of no legislative body that has attempted to design by legis- 
lative act, its sewer system, 

We are now reaching the point in the design of highway systems 
where it is becoming a scientific process or an engineering matter, just 
as the design of sewer and drainage systems. We determine the 
amount of rainfall and in the case of highways, we determine the 
amount of origin of traffic. We also determine the runoff of traffic 
as we do with sewers and drainage, 

With two routes, whether they be 12 feet or any other dimension you 
wish to choose, you cannot say, “Well, let us close this route and push 
it off here, and turn it in to the other one.” 

No person in their right mind would attempt to design a sewer 
drainage system that way and that is what these gentlemen who are 
opposing this route, are requesting that you gentlemen consider; and 
therefore, without taking more time, I will conclude by saying that 
the opponents offer nothing more than pure theory and supposition, 
that the problem cannot solved by going to the north central 
route. It cannot be so solved. As I stated earlier this morning, I am 
very familiar with the National Highway Act. I have been working 
in a very considerable number of cities where routes are being selected. 
I have found nothing wrong in the language of the National Highway 
Act, and so, Mr. Chairman, I believe that what you have been asked 
to do is due to a misconception of what can be done. 

I do not believe that you can solve this problem in the Northwest 
area by i nena it and attempting to push it off on somebody else. 
The problem is there and it must be solved by direct action and not by 
trying to ignore it. 
Thank you very much. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Bartholomew, very much. 
Mr. Gingery. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD E. GINGERY, CHAIRMAN, REGIONAL 
NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Gingery. Mr. Chairman, I want to go back a little bit to your 
uestion of how fast the preliminary study could be made by the 
oe of Columbia, of Larylend, as regards the North Central 
ute. 
I believe I detected from your questioning an element of time. 
I want to say that we had to present—the National Commission 
had to present a similar study to Mr. Tallamy last summer. We made 
these aerial flights. It was a new process. We designed the culture 
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on the underside of the negatives as we photographed them, and out 
comes a good comprehensive picture that any layman can see and, 
better than that, a competent engineer can appraise and assess for 
cost purposes and other purposes. 

We did just that, and we employed a consultant, Michael Baker, one 
of the foremost highway engineers in the country; by giving him this 
ype of route to work with, he was able to come up with this book. 

e are going to present copies of this to the Commission. It is a 
book showing all these aerial photographs in smaller sections; but, in 
addition to that, we prove our point. It is a proof of our costs. 

These engineers took every intersection, every grading, every bit 
of paving, and all, including the acquisition of rights-of-way, and 
came up with a total figure that can be checked by almost anyone. 

We will give you more copies of that. It is a good thing to have, 
because as you get into it you can open it up and find out what a route 
amounts to, where it goes, where grandmother’s barn is, and where 
what school is and where a church is. 

Now, the reason for bringing that to your attention is that we per- 
sonally think it is a great mistake to add any additional time to this 
August deadline for the report to the Bureau of Public Roads. I 
— to tell you how much time has actually been taken on this 
subject. 

‘Two and a half years ago, the District Highway Department started 
holding hearings on Highway 240. To this day the State of Maryland, 
in Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties, has not gotten any 
location of any of these routes—the three routes; the third route to 
Baltimore; the central route; or the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor. We 
don’t have a point of meeting that has been agreed to by the District 
of Columbia in any description in 214 years. Rights-of-way are being 
bottled up at a frightful rate. A week ago, we had to give $314 
million worth of building permits on the third route to Baltimore in 
Prince Georges County because we still don’t have a point of meeting 
with the District of Columbia. 

Last August, we were sitting in the White House with President 
Eisenhower and a great many other people, which included the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, Mr. Bartholomew and others—Maryland people 
and Virginia people. President Eisenhower turned to General Wel- 
ling, as he turned to all of us, and asked, “Why can we not get Route 
240 located?” General Welling turned around and said, “Mr. Presi- 
dent, we are going to put it down beside the Potomac River.” 

Now, if that is not utter confusion, when you find the presentation 
made by the District Highway Department to run it down the central 
corridor; as late as last August, the District was telling the President 
of the United States we were going to run it down the Potomac River 
which had been completely rejected by the State of Maryland. 

I don’t see how you expect this mass transit, this tristate authorit 
to operate with the District operating the way they do. It is impossi- 
ble to make a decision with the District of Columbia unless this transit 
authority goes through substantially as recommended by the regional 
counsel, the National Commission, and others. 

We have got to have some idea what we are doing. 

Senator cme. Are you saying that the provision of the law of the 


interstate highways, which requires the joint action of the State high- 
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way departments of each State, is impossible of operation in regard to 
those departments, the Road Commission of Maryland and the De- 
partment of Highways of the District ? 

Mr. Gincery. I might as well be frank about it. In the District 
of Columbia, you only have to have a vote shift of one District Com- 
missioner in one direction, to have a majority. If you have a vote shift 
of one human being in the District Commissioners, no decision or an 
adverse decision can be made on any subject regarding capital im- 
provements. 

Now, with two States growing at an alarming rate, where we have to 
adopt master plans, reserve rights and build roads and make them stick, 
they must be interstate in nature; whether they are parks, bridges, 
highways, schools, sewers, airports, whatever they are. If we cannot 
deal with the District of Columbia on the same basis that we would 
deal between Virginia and Maryland, we will never be able to make 
this tristate situation work. 

Senator Cass. I don’t know whether you are asking this directly or 
not. There are many things brought up in here. They are all of in- 
terest, if this committee were making a selection. This committee is 
not making a selection. It does not have that responsibility. We are 
trying to find out whether or not the law is adequate and provides an 
effective tool for an effective decision. 

Mr. Gincery. We think it is adequate. 

Senator Casz. That is sort of contradictory to what you said. The 
laws say, shall be selected by joint bodies. In this case, of course, that 
refers to the Highway Department of the District of Columbia and 
the Maryland Roads Commission. 

Mr. Gincery. I see what you mean. 

Senator Casg. If they cannot be brought together, if a decision can- 
not be made, is the law defective in that respect ? 

Mr. Grncrery. I presume the same thing could happen between two 
States if they just decided not to move; but they have the ability to 
move, because they have to answer to voters. In the District of Co- 
lumbia they don’t have to answer to anyone. They don’t have to go 
back and face the elective, like that. You, in South Dakota, could 
not get away with interminable delay like that, with no hope of any 
solution. In the District, the Commissioner leaves every few years. 
We get a new one. We start all over again. They don’t have to 
answer to the voters. Wecannot get decisions from them. 

You did an excellent job of getting two bridges approved across the 
Potomac River. I happened to be working on the cians: working 
with you. It took 8 years, something like that, to get—7 ro to get 
the Constitution Avenue Bridge built. We got the Jones Point thing 
started pretty well, basically because we were working between Mary- 
land and Virginia; but where the District was involved mm on one 
job, it took 8 years, in spite of the fact that you got it through Congress 
in 10 speedy days. I will never forget it. That is one of the most 
wonderful things I have even seen done. 

This is a delaying tactic by the opponents of the road. If you recog- 
nize that, then you realize you cannot let it happen. When they are 
powerful enough to write it in the legislation, that we cannot do any 
planning in the Northwest sector, they are pretty powerful bunch of 
people. They are in effect saying. disregard all planning; disregard 
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all highway departments and anything else. Put a subway in there; 
try it out. In the meantime, if complete stagnation occurs, then we 
will let you go ahead. 

A thing like that should never happen to Maryland. It has hap- 
pened to Maryland because of the prohibitions put in by the District 
of Columbia. 

Now, obviously, if they put the same prohibition in South Dakota, 
that you run a highway to Utah, and they said because you cannot 
do something in Utah, you cannot do something in South Dakota, 
you would, get right in there and somehow get it straightened out. 

Wecannot, because we have to go to Congress. 

Now, that means that all planning for all practical purposes, will 
stop. We cannot adopt, intelligently adopt, a master plan for all 
Montgomery County and Prince Georges County, Md., with that kind 
of a prohibition. The reason they cannot plan a rapid transit system 
in _ District, we have no knowledge of where this highway traffic 
will go. 

Tn diese matters, plans are legal documents in Maryland. Under 
our Maryland commission, we adopt them; we reserve the rights-of- 
way. We have to go to court to protect them. We have a revolving 
fund in Maryland to protect certain rights-of-way until they can be 
funded. 

Now, if that prohibition goes in, almost the entire planning opera- 
tion which has been going on for 32 years, when none of the older 
planning commissions will stop—— 

Senator Case. Have you said this to Senator Bible or the Joint 
Committee ? 

Mr. Gincery. I would like to say we have not been able to get a 
copy of the bill. We had to pass our resolution in the regional con- 
ference on reports that came in the newspapers because nobody would 
give usa copy of what the bill was. 

Senator Case. Do you have a copy now ? 

Mr. Gincery. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. Here is a copy. 

Mr. Gincery. I would love to have it. That is how bad things 
are. We could not even get Fritz Gutheim to give our staff a copy 
to see what we were dealing with. Things are pretty rough when 
you have to do highway planning on that basis. 

If you are going to design highways by pressure, transit systems 
by oe the tristate authority by pressure, it is bound and doomed 
to failure. 

We passed a Tri-State Act. I want you to remember this. We 
passed it through the Legislature of Virginia. We passed it through 
the Legislature of Maryland. We sent it to the Congress. I think 
it has gone through the House and it is on the way through the Senate 
now. It is a compact between three States. It did not say what this 
bill says. It says we would work together. We wedi give up 
authority, certain authorities, one to another. Virginia would give 
up some authority; Maryland would give up some authority; and the 
Congress would give up some authority over the District so we could 
make this rapid transit thing work. 

What does this do? It directly violates that compact agreement 
between the three States and says: Congress will go along, but we 
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are going to change it by still another act and say you cannot do this 
aaa — we can pressure somebody and get this kind of stuff 
in the bill. 

Now, that is exactly what has happened. This compact took 4 
— to get through the two legislatures of Maryland and Virginia 

cause of the timing element. We don’t have a general session in 
each State every year. We did not get it through the Congress last 
year. Now, it is going through this year. 

Now, if the two States cannot rely on our dealings with the District 
of Columbia on this type of tristate agreement, whether it is sewers 
or highways or subways or what it.is, we will never be able to rely 
on anything. We have agreements and pacts with the District for 
the treatment of sewage. We have got a bill for a dam of some de- 
scription to handle water for the District of Columbia entirely on 
the Potomac. In all those things, we have got to have agreements 
that are honored. They have to be honored consistently or we can- 
not—if they are broken, if this one agreement is broken by the Con- 
gress, we will never get any other tristate authorization through the 
two legislatures of Maryland and Virginia as long as you and I are 
alive. Iwill personally guarantee that. 

We only got it through with one vote in Maryland, anyway, in the 
senate. 

Thank you very much. I have taken up much more than my time. 

Senator Casr. Thank you very much. I think probably your state- 
ment, if you have no objection, will be made available to the Board of 
Commissioners for the edification that it might present to them and 
any opportunity they might want to make any comment on them. 

Mr. Grncrry. They heard them often enough. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

The next on the list of witnesses is Mr. Robert Hale, representing 
the Northwest Committee for Traffic Planning. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT HALE, NORTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR 
TRAFFIC PLANNING 


Senator Case. Mr. Hale is a former Member of Congress. He is 
acquainted with certain House Members here. 

Mr. Hare. Mr. Chairman, I appear for the Northwest Committee 
for Transportation Planning. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no statement of my own. I come here to 
introduce the three witnesses, Mr. Earle Draper, Mr. Burton Sexton, 
and Mr. Peter Craig, who will testify in the order named; if it is in 
soe I might ask for leave to extend a few remarks myself, for the 
record, 

Senator Casr, All right. 

Mr. Harz. As each witness starts, he will give his name and identify 
his position or relationship. 


STATEMENT OF EARLE S. DRAPER, CONSULTING ENGINEER, CITY 
PLANNER, AND ARCHITECT, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Draper. I am Earle S. Draper, city and regional planner, 8801 
Bradley Boulevard, Bethesda, Md. 

I have a statement of qualifications which I won’t read, but which 
will be put in the record, if agreeable. 
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I have also been a resident of this section of Montgomery County 
for 20 years, so in addition to 45 years of experience in the city plan- 
ning field, I have the benefit of 20 years of residence in the area. 

Bachelor of science, Massachusetts State College, 1915; doctor of 
city planning (honorary), 1950, University of Massachusetts; mem- 
ber, American Institute of Planners (president 1942-43). Formerly 
first vice president, American Planning and Civie Association and 
director, Caen Land Institute. Active in planning 1915-33; direc- 
tor, regional planning, TVA 1933-40. Deputy Commissioner, FHA, 
1940-45. Planning consultant, 1945 to date. 

Contributor to planning publications, including chapter on re- 
gional planning in symposium, “Planning for America,” 1941. As 
director, responsible for the following publications: “Regional Plan- 
ning—Baltimore-Washington-Annapolis Area” for Maryland State 
Planning Commission, 1937 ; “Scenic Resources of the Tennessee Val- 
ley, TVA, 1938”; “A Handbook on Urban Redevelopment for Cities 
in the United States, FHA, 1941.” 

Up to a comparatively few years ago, the area was quiet and tran- 
quil. With the explosive increase in population, particularly in Mont- 
gomery County in the last 5 or 10 years, population growth has out- 
stripped either the programing or financing of needed highway im- 
provements that has occasioned all the difficulty. 

That first came into focus in 1957 with the District’s laudible em- 
—— of the people who produced the Clarkson Report. That 

as been so well summed up by Mr. Aitken, that I will not repeat or 
discuss that except to say that in my opinion, it is one of the most 
thorough and best presented reports on a highway subject that has 
ever been done in this area and although the recommendations have 
been discarded, it still deserves consideration, because, if for nothing 
else, of its analysis of the items that have been mentioned in connection 
with some of the proposals before us at the present time. 

Now, for years, we who had something to do with the National 
Capital Planning Commission knew that the theory of coming in 
through the Northwest was a theory of dispersal of traffic from out- 
side. I would say, up to the last few years, that the dispersal would 
be accomplished by traffic moving into the beltway, which in this 
instance, would be the Capital Beltway, and the intermediate beltway 
through the Tenley Circle, and the inner loop; then would be dis- 
saree through improvements in highway routes into the city. 

The explosive effort, the movement of population, has changed the 
direction to the point where the Commission feels unquestionably that 
we need a direct main artery into the city. In that (hatin Report, 
there was one very pertinent comment on page 17: 

Traffic volumes do not indicate a need for both an all-vehicle expressway and 
a high traffic volume parkway. 

Whether the parkway now under construction along the Potomac 
River will be built for high volume traffic is a question of the future. 

We do not know whether, had the George Washington Parkway 
been constructed earlier, we might have had some alleviation of the 
difficulties. 

The engineering consultants who were —— to prepare the 
mass transit survey, as I understand it, were ordered to include the 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Freeway after it was not shown on their 
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preliminary plans, and consequently they showed it in the transporta- 
tion plan as finally printed. 

This was done after what is described by one of the local papers 
as a hotly contested vote taken in both the Regional Council and the 
National Capital Planning Commission. 

In other words, lay members of two planning Commissions ordered 
technical consultants, authorized by Congress under a $500,000 appro- 
priation, to disregard their engineering conclusions on a subject of 
vital importance to the residents of the Northwest. 

Following the abandonment of the Clarkson Report, there was the 
presentation of substitute recommendations of the mass transporta- 
tion plan and there have been various locations and plans for the 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Freeway submitted for public review, 
each one purporting to overcome valid objections or expressing di- 
vergence of opinion within the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion and the National Park Service, but all, to my mind, proposing 
a rupture of established neighborhoods and community activities 
through the rape of quiet, pleasant neighborhoods, irreparable damage 
to established businesses, serving the needs of the Northwest or lo- 
cated in the area as a reflection of corporate intelligence and faith 
in an established area of attractive business, residences, schools, and 
institutions of long standing in which adequate provision has been 
made for parks and playgrounds and the setting aside of land for 
public and semipublic use, all of which are vital to the community. 

Opposition which has arisen to this, and which will later be de- 
scribed by Mr. Craig, to this Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Freeway 
as proposed from the District of Columbia line to the inner loo 
reflects the feeling that nowhere in the District of Columbia ce 
so much damage be done to mature and longstanding uses of land 
as in the area through which this radial route cuts, even to the point 
of infringing or bordering on or cutting through over 1 mile of park 
land—Fort Reno Park, Hazen Park, Rock Creek Park, and Piney 
Branch Parkway—in its 514-mile length. 

Although Mr. Keith did not comment on Mr. Aitken’s remarks 
with respect to the need for eight lanes through there, whereas four 
lanes are shown, but did comment on the danger to the upper portion 
of the Maryland portion of Rock Creek Park, there certainly would 
be terrific damage crossing Rock Creek Park, for the full length if, 
as is expected, this freeway were to be widened to eight lanes. It 
would certainly destroy Hazen Park, and do great damage to other 
parks. 

This is one of the first times in my life that I have ever seen plan- 
ners recommend a freeway or highway route because it takes so much 
park, public, and institutional land. 

Most of us are familiar, over the past many generations, with the 
efforts that have been made to keep parks in New York—Central 
Park—free from public work improvements; and if this same policy 
had been followed by planners all over the country in recommending 
roads, because they take public parks and playgrounds, and institu- 
tions, we would be in a sorry way for park lands in this country today. 

This has excited similar opposition to this Wisconsin Avenue Cor- 
ridor Freeway in Montgomery County, Md. 

No one has mentioned that after a lengthy session in February 1959, 
the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission voted 
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5 to 1 against this route or any proposed similar alternative, proposed 
by their technicians, such action being reflected in the presently pub- 
licly expressed opposition of State Roads Chairman Funk to a freeway 
crossing and recrossing Wisconsin Avenue. 

If I may diverge for a minute into another section of the city, ap- 
proaching the District of Columbia from the Southwest, and serving 
a large and growing population in northern Virginia is the Shirley 
Highway, a well-designed and properly located freeway giving access 
to the principal Potomac River bridges, neither competing with nor 
closely paralleling other feeder routes. This freeway provides for 
the swift movement of all types of vehicles without leaving bleeding, 
cut-up residential areas, and without severing school, fire, and church 
neighborhoods, and so located as to leave adequate room for growth 
of adjacent communities. This location is such as to permit growth 
and expansion of adjacent communities, the largest being Alexandria 
and Fairfax, and so situated as to comply with what is considered 
most desirable in a freeway location; following a line between cities 
and communities without slicing through them. 

Fortunately, Shirley Highway was not planned to cross and recross, 
go over and under U.S. Highway 1, slice into the Mount Vernon park 
area and border the parkway after cutting through residential areas 
of towns en route. Obviously, this was not necessary as open country 
was available and only farms were affected; but would the National 
Park Service have been as willing to accept a route which cut through 
the Mount Vernon area and the parkway as they seem willing to do 
in the Wisconsin Avenue Freeway affecting over a mile of park lands 
within the District of Columbia? Naturalists and people that love 
parks, feel Rock Creek Park is as hallowed ground as Mount Vernon 
is to a historian. The acceptance of this by the National Park Service 
is mystifying, in view of the proposed north central route location, 
serving a large suburban population which would reach the inner 
loop without touching any park land and hardly any institution land. 

Karly in the inception of the interstate highway program, there 
was a meeting in Connecticut, which was sponsored by a forward- 
looking insurance company, in order to get interpretations of the ef- 
fect of this interstate highway program on cities, communities, and 
rural areas. 

Eighteen speeches were made, papers prepared, and many of them 
touched on the problems you are facing today. 

What would be the effect on your suburban areas? 

James W. Rouse, a member of the Rouse-Keith team that prepared 
the report leading to the District of Columbia’s urban redevelopment 
program, in a paper, “The Highways and Urban Growth,” delivered 
at the “Symposium on the New Highways; Challenge to the Metro- 
politan Region,” discusses at length the relationship between high- 
ways and established growth of our cities. 

uoting Rouse: 
The highway is the most important single force in this neighborhood creation. 


A huge unplanned highway program will rip through and around the cities with 
little attention to neighborhood destruction or neighborhood creation— 


and again: 


It is vital to neighborhood creation and protection that main traffic streams 
be removed from residential communities and transferred to planned interneigh- 
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borhood and intercity traffic streams (Urban Land Institute Technical Bulletin 
No. 31, p. 26, November 1957). 

No one questions the right of a city or community to place the 
welfare of the city or community as superior to the rights of individ- 
uals. This is the basic concept on which city planning and zoning 
are predicated—and any location of a public works undertaking or a 
zoning change must give priority to public benefit or damage. In a 
proposal such as the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Freeway there are, 
of course, significant private damages, institutional, business and 
industrial, but overriding are the attendant public damages to public 
and semipublic institutions, schools and playgrounds, parks and park- 
ways and the attendant disruption of iad boieaed and community 
life which cast doubt on the desirability of improving a traffic facility 
if the livability of neighborhoods are so damaged, with attendant 
social and economic losses as to well nigh wreck large areas. 

This solution to my mind, at best, is one engineering solution to 
desired speeding up of rush hour truck, bus, and passenger car traffic. 
At worst, it is a complete negation of a broad approach—a city plan- 
ning approach—to urban olan, It would result in the rape of de- 
sirable, established neighborhoods, which are not deteriorating nor 
in need of urban renewal or redevelopment; and which certainly are 
considered the most desirable and economically sound residential areas 
of the District of Columbia. While it is not possible to plan the area 
anew, the departure from good planning practice should not be such 
as to result in destruction extremely damaging to the public interest. 

There is grave doubt if engineering data and projected origin and 
destination counts for 20 years or more could support a need for a Wis- 
consin Avenue corridor freeway. I won’t go into the details of that, 


because Mr. Sexton, the traffic expert, will follow me and will continue 
his testimony ae those lines. This, it is admitted, would not benefit 


commuting from the Silver Spring-Wheaton area. 

In the Michael Baker report of September 1959, prepared for the 
National Capital Planning Commission under the heading “Com- 
parison of North Central Freeway and Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
route,” Baker states (using data and information furnished by the 
District of Columbia Highway Department) : 

A freeway route in the north central corridor toward Silver Spring has been 


shown by all traffic and planning studies to be the greatest single traffic need in 
the area— 


and further— 


that an eight-lane freeway can be provided in the District of Columbia on the 
north central alinement for approximately the same cost as a predominantly 
four-lane route in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, 

Burton Sexton of Sexton, Sexton & Associates, who has had a part 
in many of the traffic surveys and investigations in the District of 
Columbia for a number of years, testified before the Maryland Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commission in February 1959, that 
if the scheduled improvements to Wisconsin Avenue, in Maryland 
and the District of Columbia, Bradley Boulevard, River Road, and 
new construction of the Capital Beltway, the Cabin John Bridge, the 
Potomac River (George Washington) Parkway, Little Falls and 
Glover Archbold Parkway, and other highway improvements were 
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carried out as planned, the proposed Wisconsin Avenue corridor free- 
way would not be needed in the next 20 or 30 years. 

Now, there is one expert against another, but in all of the figures 
and the statistics that have been given, there is always a great deal of 
room for interpretation. 

He called attention to the fact that traffic counts on Wisconsin 
Avenue showed a decrease in the last 5 years. He stated: 

Foreign traffic originating north of Rockville that is now using Wisconsin 
Avenue is only 10 to 20 percent of the total avenue traffic. Bethesda itself aec- 
counts for 80 percent. The area from. Rockville south contains 50 to 60 percent 
of the traffic origins. 

Through truck traffic of an interstate nature is very low in volume. 
Once the Capital Beltway is completed to the Cabin John Bridge much 
of the interstate traffic coming from the west and going south and 
north will bypass Washington. So the need for meeting traffic re- 
quirements through the northwest will become largely a solving of 
local and commuting problems much less in numbers and volume ac- 
cording to the experts than the demand from the Silver Spring- 
Wheaton area. Therefore, fora radial freeway to serve the Northwest, 
it would seem that priority should be given to construction of the 
north central route. 

If, on the positive side, there seems definite need for giving priorit 
for freeway construction to a route east of Rock Creek Park whic 
would serve Silver Spring-Wheaton, there is on the negative side, 
much evidence that the proposed Wisconsin Avenue corridor route has 
a long list of disadvantages. Some of them I might mention, and some 
have been referred to or omitted in other testimony. It includes, in a 
short distance, the locations from the highest elevation in the District 
of Columbia to the lowest base of Rock Creek Park. No connection, 
I am told, is possible with the northern leg of the proposed intermedi- 
ate circumferential highway to the east. Ther "eis a basic conflict with 
the North Central Highway inner loop, they come so close together. 
It does not provide for bus stations nor — any median strip for 
rapid rail transit if rail transit is built. It will compete for passengers 
from Tenley Circle north. This surcharges it with through traffic, 
which should be distributed farther out. It provides little use bene- 
fits to close-in areas. 

By crossing Rock Creek Park directly, and extending into Hazen 
Park and Piney Branch Parkway, it certainly conflicts with the Na- 
tional Park Service plans for the extension of Rock Creek and Poto- 
mac Parkways. Costs per mile estimated, I think, at around $15 mil- 
lion to the inner loop, despite heavy taking of park land, as against 
$24 million for subway to 12th and E Streets N.W., thus using 
Federal funds as a subsidy to compete with revenue supported transit 
lines. 

I believe that insufficient consideration has been given to the chang- 
ing traffic pattern that will result when the several bypass routes 
around a through the District of Columbia are completed. Decen- 


tralization of governmental and business activities will increase, 
downtown congestion insures that over a period of years. The popu- 
lation increase is smaller within the District and within the beltway. 
Of course, the great demand is coming from the outer suburban areas. 
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Overemphasis on radial freeways in Los Angeles resulted in 66 per- 
cent of the downtown area being devoted to traffic movement and 
parking facilities. We would dislike to see that happen in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; perhaps we had best go slow in taking steps to 
speed up the movement of autos into congested downtown areas, and 
in the Northwest rely on the opinion of experts who tell us that sched- 
uled improvements will meet the situation for 20 or 30 years, without 
a Wisconsin Avenue corridor freeway; and in that interim, see what 
the changing land use pattern: of decentralization in the metropolitan 
area brings in the way of traffic demands, not only into and through 
the District of Columbia but around the District of Columbia to serve 
greatly augmented development in the outskirts. 

Boston completed its Circumferential Highway No. 128, while we 
have been largely discussing and making plans, with tremendous re- 
lief to radial traffic in downtown Boston. San Francisco has rejected 
decisively State offered freeways costing $250 million in favor of 
expansion of rapid transit facilities—rail and bus. The mass tran- 
sit report carried recommendations, and steps are underway to initi- 
ate a rapid transit system—subway and rail lines. And certainly, the 
National Capital Planning Commission is heartily in favor of that. 
Certainly, if priority sould be given to a subway to Tenley Circle, 
pvc | to Bethesda, with seliatanian in the reasonable future, much 
of the pressure for the Wisconsin Avenue corridor freeway would 
disappear. If, of course, the schedule permits improvements to other 
highways and parkways in the Northwest, both in the District and 
Montgomery County, relief would be substantial. 

The arguments in favor of a rapid transit system have been so well 
substantiated that it is unnecessary to repeat the advantages to the 
entire Wisconsin Avenue area of giving priority for such rapid tran- 
sit system over freeway construction. A subway line to Tenley Cir- 
cle, under Massachusetts and Wisconsin Avenues, could take no pri- 
vate property, disrupt no homes or business, separate no schools and 
churches from people, nor gobble up park and playground land. A 
subway would be a constructive undertaking, designed to supplement 
other transportation, while the proposed freeway would do irrepa- 
rable and sustained damage to many square miles of intensively devel- 
oped land. 

If we have to have a freeway, and certainly traffic demands indicate 
the necessity of highway improvements, in the whole Northwest area, 
the north central freeway, which has been described as serving a much 
more, larger area in the outskirts, should have priority. 

Now, the area described by my good friend, Mr. Bartholomew, in 
between River Road and Wisconsin Avenue, as feeding and demand- 
ing this Wisconsin Avenue freeway, to my mind is relatively settled. 
Your population increase will be slight as it is pretty well built up. 
There may be a few apartments to take places of single houses, but by 
and large, that area contained between the river and the proposed 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor freeway and the beltway, is not going to 
expand rapidly. The great increase will come north of the beltway 
in the conversion of farm lands to residential areas. 

Now, that increase of population reflected in traffic certainly should 
not have to be knifed through built-up substantial residential areas 
already developed, in order to get into the city. And then again, the 
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question comes, if we are planning for a 3 million population within 
the next 20 years, or earlier, what then? If the area continues to 
grow, and in all likelihood as the Capital of the greatest Nation on 
earth, it will do so, what will we do when 6 million are reached ? 
Will we reach the point where we will convert 66 percent of the down- 
town area to transit and parking facilities as in the Los Angeles area? 

Certainly, there has to be a stop somewhere in the attempt to bring 
all the traffic to a relatively small area. The stoppage should be in 
the point of diffusion, in the several beltways, rather than bringing 
many more freeways right down into a congested area. 

The question of legislation was raised. I am a city planner. I 
am not an economist. I am not a transit expert. I am certainly not 
a legislative expert. 

It seems to me, listening to the committee this morning, that if the 
situation is such with respect to the 90-10 act, that Mr. Funk of the 
Maryland Roads Commission objects to the location of this freeway 
along the Wisconsin Avenue access and prefers the north central 
road; if the Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commis- 
sion, which is on record as having turned down four routes which 
their technicians proposed, by a 5-to-1 vote, and the District. High- 
way Office, as testified by Mr. Aitken this morning, think that is un- 
desirable if they cannot prevail with their judgment and the re- 
sponsibilities as given to them with respect to initiating the improve- 
ments on this route, either the interpretation or the law should be 
changed. 


STATEMENT OF BURTON H. SEXTON, SEXTON & SEXTON, TRAFFIC 
CONSULTANTS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Sexton. My name is Burton H. Sexton, an engineering con- 
sultant specializing in the fields of traffic, noise, and transportation. 
I have been asked to present a summary of the traffic considerations 
for both the proposed Wisconsin Avenue expressway and the north 
central expressway. 

The Wisconsin Avenue corridor has been under my surveillance for 
over 8 years. During this period, all of the available data both pub- 
lished and unpublished, has been analyzed. I have attempted to set 
forth my findings as briefly and as factually as possible. If you so 
desire, 1 can submit, within a reasonable period of time, a detailed 
report which will amplify and verify this statement. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Sexton, I will refer that to the committee but I 
think probably for the purposes of this particular inquiry, it is suffi- 
cient, hoae this committee, I don’t think is going to get into the 
business of evaluating the actual facts on the routes. We are trying 
to make it possible for a decision to be made, and possibly, to encour- 
age the making of this decision in a firm way as soon as possible. 

Mr. Sexton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Actually, to make a choice, I don’t think that is the 
responsibility of the committee. 

Mr. Sexton. My statement highlights some recent survey informa- 
tion that was not either covered this morning, or this afternoon, which 
I think is pertinent to the problem of the committee. 

A proper orientation of traffic a terminology is necessary be- 
fore proceeding with this discussion. Origin and destination surveys, 





60 LOCATION OF INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 SOUTH 


which serve as the basic instrument in highway transportation plan- 
ning, have a pyramiding of areas for purposes of analysis. The 
largest is referred to as an O. & D. district. The district is further 
broken down into zones and the zones into subzones. A wealth of in- 
formation can be gained from such a metropolitan survey and in times 
past it was only necessary to analyze this mass of information on a 
district basis. By following the import of now analyzing metropoli- 
tan transportation studies on a zone basis will be readily understood. 

The Clarkeson Engineering Report of 1957 stated that the traflic 
volumes in 1980, as Mr. Aitken stated this morning, did not justify a 
need for both an interstate expressway and a high-traffic volume park- 
way. This report was based upon an approximate metropolitan 
population of 3 million persons. Therefore, for all practical pur- 
poses, the population base utilized by the Clarkeson report and the 
mass transportation survey were the same. 

The Clarkeson report was based upon the 1948 Origin and Desti- 
nation Survey. Both of these reports based their traffic analysis 
upon origin and destination districts. And logically so. During the 
course of the Clarkeson Report highway planning in the metropolitan 
area had not reached the point where it was necessary for a more 
detailed analysis. The mass transportation survey was broad in 
scope and was not intended as a location survey but as a planning 
survey. However, we are now within the stages of highway trans- 
portation planning when it is necessary to have a detailed appraisal 
of the traftic demands in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor mc other 
corridors. 

Until the past few months, this origin and destination analysis 
upon a zone basis was not available. However, it is my understand- 
ing that the District of Columbia, Department of Highways and 
Trafic has completed a zone analysis for at least the four corridors in 
question. 

My testimony before the Maryland National Capitol Parks and 
Planning Commission in February 1959 stated the need for an origin 
and destination zone analysis. A review of the available information, 
prior to the release of the mass transportation survey, revealed that 
the construction of the planned highway facilities and the proposed 
widening of Wisconsin Avenue would satisfy that corridor’s require- 
ments for 20 to 30 years hence. The originally proposed improve- 
ment of the existing Wisconsin Avenue greatly reduces the warrant 
for a paralleling expressway and the eventual need for the construc- 
tion of such an expressway mes highly speculative. An analysis 
of each of the corridors traflic requirements supports this statement. 

It is my understanding that the origin and destination zone analysis 
that recently has been completed further verifies my position. The 
traffic assignments that were made to each of the four affected cor- 
ridors, based upon 1980 traffic demands, were based upon two assign- 
ment systems. One highway system included the Wisconsin A-venue 
expressway and the other existing or planned facilities but did not 
include the North Central route. The second system excluded the 
Wisconsin Avenue facility but included the North Central route. 

The zone analysis of the second system excluding the Wisconsin 
Avenue expressway showed without question that the corridor hav- 
ing the greatest traffic demand was the fourth corridor containing 
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the North Central route. The North Central route satisfied the 
traffic demand in this area beyond 1980. 

This route together vith the existing or planned highway improve- 
ments, the listing of which has been heretofore referred to, was also 
capable of meeting the traffic requirements in the remaining corridors 
beyond 1980. On this basis, both the improved Wisconsin Avenue 
and Connecticut Avenue will be capable of absorbing the projected 
traffic increases. 

However, the analysis of the first system which included the Wis- 
consin Avenue expressway did not provide the traffic relief where it 
will be needed. The area of the high traffic demand, the northern 
corridor, would remain deficient. 

Therefore, there is no question in my mind that the route for imme- 
diate construction is the North Central route. This route, together 
with existing or planned improvements will meet the traffic require- 
ments within the four corridors for the next 20 or 30 years. During 
the interim, the need for continual highway transportation surveys 


' will increase in order to enable the highway planning agencies to pre- 


dict further highway improvements within the metropolitan area. 

Senator Cas. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sexton. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Sexton, I don’t know, perhaps I should have 
asked this question of some of the others. 

Have any of your studies taken a look at River Road ? 

Mr. Sexton. River Road is included in all the studies, sir, as widened 
up to—I have forgotten—lI believe it is the railroad, just past Ken- 
wood, which is widened to a four-lane facility. And because of the 
rights-of-way restriction, it would be widened from a four-lane arterial 
street, from there to Western Avenue. 

Senator Case. Just off Northwest Washington, the road which 
seems presently out of date for the traffic to be carried from the 
District. 

Mr. Sexton. That is another one of our reports, under the planning 
stages, I imagine, for at least 20 years, and the present design stand- 
ards, as I now understand it, I don’t believe they changed, would be a 
connection with the circumferential, to the point that I mentioned is 
a four-lane divided facility; then because of limitations of rights-of- 
way, would be reduced from that point. 

Senator Cas. In connection with regional planning, it seems to me 
River Road is one of the streets that certainly needs some attention. 

Is there anything more? 

Mr. Sexton. That is all I have. 


STATEMENT OF PETER S. CRAIG, NORTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 


Mr. Cratc. Mr. Chairman, Senator Case; my name is Peter S. Craig. 
I appear today for the Northwest Committee for Transportation Plan- 
ning. I regret that our chairman, Thomas L. Farmer, is unavoidably 
out of the city due to a death in his immediate family. He has asked 
that I appear in his place. 

The Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning represents 
8,500 residents of the District who are both concerned and distressed 
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over what we believe to be an overemphasis on freeways in the Nation’s 
Capital. Our membership, while limited to the Northwest, includes 
eitizens on both sides of Rock Creek Park. Although a few of the 
members would be personally affected by the Northwest freeway, most 
of the membership would not be directly affected. Their concern 
arises over what is believed to be a terrible error in transportation 
planning. 

I think this is important to bring out, in view of some of the state- 
ments made by Mr. Finley and others, earlier. 

There are a number of documents prepared by the Northwest Com- 
mittee for Transportation Planning that I would like to submit for the 
record. I will not read them. However, I believe you will find them 
instructive, both as to the nature of our Committee’s work and its 
studied conclusions. I handed them to the clerk. I would appreciate 
having him include them in the record. I believe the committee will 
find them instructive on the issues a by this hearing. 

The first of these documents is called “The Northwest Freeway Con- 
troversy” dated April 29, 1960, which outlines the problem of the 
Wisconsin Avenue routing for 70-S and sets forth the basic issues 
involved. Attached is a map showing the proposed Wisconsin Corri- 
dor route together with the North Central route that is preferred by 
District highway officials, 

The second document is a copy of my testimony and comments before 
the Bible committee on May 6, 1960, in which we recommended that 

Jongress move rapidly toward building a modern subway system for 
the District and its suburbs, and also urged that there be a moratorium 
on building any new freeways in the Northwest so that rapid transit 
would have a fair trial. We are most pleased to note that the Bible 
committee unanimously agreed to an amendment to the bill along 
the lines we recommended which would prohibit construction of any 
freeway or major parkway west of 12th Street Northwest until after 
— transit had been given a fair trial. 

t is of course, premature to know whether this needed legislation 
will be passed at this session. But even if it is, we do not believe 
it avoids the very critical issue of the proper administration of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act that is subject of this hearing. 

The third document is a memorandum dated May 10, 1960, which 
sets forth the basic issues on the Northwest Freeday as they relate 
to existing highway legislation. 

The fourth and final document in a 39-page report, dated June 1, 
1960, and prepared especially for this hearing, that summarizes the 
findings of the Northwest Committee on the looapikd of Route 70-S 
on the basis of our studies and of interviews held with representatives 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

(The documents are as follows :) 


THE Nor?tHWEST FREEWAY CONTROVERSY 
The Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning, Washington, D.C. 


By reason of pressures from the Federal Highway Administrator, controlling 
90 percent of the funds that would be used, the District of Columbia is presently 
making surveys and other preparations for construction of an $111 million free- 
way on a routing generally known as the “Wisconsin Avenue Corridor” between 
Pooks Hill in Maryland and the Inner Loop, This “Northwest Freeway” (to be 
designated Route 70-S) has been declared undesirable by a majority of the Dis- 
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trict Commissioners and the Chief of the District Highway Department and is 
deemed unnecessary by the engineering consultant to the Mass Transportation 
Survey. The Maryland State Roads Commissioner has also declared his opposi- 
tion to this route. If actually constructed, this route would : 

(a) Cost the Government (Federal, District of Columbia and Maryland) more 
money than the alternative route proposed by the District and Maryland high- 
way departments ; 

(b) Permanently harm many premium residential areas of Northwest Wash- 
ington, Chevy Chase, and Bethesda ; 

(c) Permanently harm many primary educational and charitable institutions 
including Woodrow Wilson High School, Sidwell Friends School, the Washington 
Home for Incurables, Phoebe Hearst Elementary School, Dumbarton College, and 
Our Lady of Lourdes School ; 

(d) Deface the valuable park facilities through which it will pass including 
Fort Reno Park, Melvin C. Hazen Park, Glover-Archbald Park, and Rock Creek 
Park ; and ° 

(e) Inerease the tax burden of District of Columbia residents by condemna- 
tion of a minimum of $22.4 million of property bearing an assessed valuation for 
tax purposes of at least $8 million. 

The proposed link for Interstate Route 70-S is being pushed over the unanimous 
opposition of citizens’ associations representing the residential areas through 
which it would pass, and in spite of the fact that the official engineering studies 
indicate that such a route is not needed. Expert opinion is agreed that the route 
will not “solve” traffic congestion problems in the Northwest. Most of the experts 
called by the Joint Senate and House Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems (Bible committee), which studied the Mass Transportation Survey, 
testified that a rapid rail transit system such as that being proposed for Wash- 
ington in the Bible bill (S. 83193) will make any such freeway unnecessary. 

The Northwest Freeway received its original impetus from the chairmen of the 
National Capital Planning Commission and the National Capital Regional Plan- 
ning Council, Harland Bartholomew (NCPC) and Donald E. Gingery (NCRPC), 
who succeeded in having these bodies overrule the advice of their engineering 
consultants to the extent of including the freeway in the “Transportation Plan— 
National Capital Region” submitted by the President to Congress in July 1959. 
Public opposition to the freeway, expert testimony before the Bible committee 
in November 1959 against the “auto dominant” features of the Transportation 
Plan, and the route’s inherent engineering drawbacks persuaded the District of 
Columbia Commissioners to maintain their previously expressed opposition to 
the Northwest Freeway as the Route 70-S link. District Highway Director 
Harold Aitken therefore initiated cost studies for the route recommended by the 
engineering consultants to the NCPC. This route would bring Route 70—-S to 
the Inner Loop via the B. & O. Railroad right-of-way and the area of 6th 
Street Northwest. At this stage, however, Bertram D. Tallamy, the Federal 
Hlighway Administrator, intervened and announced that he would only approve 
a route down the “Wisconsin Avenue Corridor” so that the District of Columbia 
government is now placed in the dilemma of either submitting plans for a route 
it does not want or else forfeiting a multimillion-dollar grant from the highway 
trust fund. 

A more detailed history of the controversy is set forth below : 

1. For many years there has been growing sentiment that the haphazard 
construction of new highways, parkways and freeways, and widening of streets 
only destroys the attractiveness of Washington as the Nation’s Capital without 
solving the problem of automobile congestion. The National Capital Planning 
Commission and its sister agency, the National Capital Region Planning Council 
(that also includes suburban Maryland and Virginia) were directed by Con- 
gress to prepare a transportation plan for the National Capital region making 
recommendations for future transportation plans for the region. 

2. The NCPC and NCRPC retained as consulting engineers the firm of 
DeLeuw, Cather & Co., Chicago, Ill. Its report, “Mass Transportation Survey— 
National Capital Region” was submitted to the NCPC and NCRPC in January 
1959. Leaning strongly to the propositions that future planning should be 
directed by projected travel desires and that such travel desires (including 
home-to-work commutation) were primarily for the private automobile, the 
survey advocated the greatest expenditure of funds for the construction of free- 
Ways to meet the region’s needs for the next 20 years. Its recommendation 
included a six-lane freeway (carrying automobiles and trucks) between Pooks 
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Hill, Md., and Tenley Circle where it would link with ( a) a four-lane inter- 
mediate loop going east across Rock Creek Park via Military Road to another 
radial freeway (North Capital Freeway) and (b) a similar four-lane parkway 
going south to the Potomac River (Glover-Archbald Parkway). Even with its 
automobile orientation, it recommended against a freeway from Tenley Circle 
down the Wisconsin Avenue corridor to the inner loop. As the primary 
means of home-to-work commuter travel in the Northwest, the survey recom- 
mended a subway from downtown to Tenley Circle via 19th Street, Massachu- 
setts Avenue, and Wisconsin Avenue. North of Tenley Circle, it recommended 
sont the rail line use the meridian strip of the Northwest Freeway to Pooks 

3. Despite its recommendations in favor of over $1 billion investment in new 
freeways, the survey concluded that freeways could not handle future projected 
travel needs and that a rapid rail transit facility was of top priority. It con- 
eluded, inter alia, that: 

“5. Only by construction of subways can certain physical problems, particu- 
larly in the north and northwest sectors, as discussed in the report, be satis- 
factorily overcome.* * * 

“6.* * * Work should start at the earliest practicable date on the preparation 
of preliminary engineering plans for the subway sections of the recommended 
rail rapid transit facilities.” 

It also recognized that a continued drift of the National Capital region’s 
transportation policy toward requiring the region to be served almost exclusively 
by automobiles “would be incompatible with the distribution of living, shopping 
and working places of the area’s inhabitants.” It noted the existence of “serious 
engineering questions” in relying on freeways in the north central and north- 
west sectors, adding that ‘‘there is no possibility that the streets in the central 
area could accommodate the number of vehicles which would be moving to and 
from the freeway ramps with the estimated volumes of traffic” (survey, p. 3). 

4. Concurrently, discussions were underway in both Maryland and the Dis- 
trict on the proper routing for Interstate Highway 70-S, part of the planned 
41,000-mile Interstate Highway System authorized by the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1956. An initial proposal that the route go from Pooks Hill to the inner 
loop via the Wisconsin Avenue corridor was unanimously rejected by the three 
District of Columbia Commissioners, April 28, 1959, with the announcement 
that planning studies failed to prove a justification for such a routing. 

5. During the next week, one of the three Commissioners (McLaughlin) was 
persuaded to change his mind. On May 6, 1959, the Steering Committee of 
the Mass Transportation Survey, chaired by Commissioner McLaughlin, added 
a six-lane auto-and-truck freeway to the DeLeuw, Cather survey between Tenley 
Circle and the inner loop via Upton and Tilden Streets across Rock Creek Park 
to Mount Pleasant and the inner loop, a route cutting the Cleveland Park resi- 
dential area in half, traversing property now owned by Wilson High School, 
Sidwell Friends School, the Home for Incurables, Hearst Elementary School, 
Hazen Park, and Rock Creek Park near Pierce Mill. 

6. Also on May 6, 1959, the District of Columbia Commissioners reviewed 
their April 28 stand against such a freeway and again voted against it, 2 to to; 
McLaughlin dissenting. 

7. On May 7, 1959, in what was described as a “knockdown drag-out session” 
by the Washington Post, the NCPC voted 5 to 2 and the Regional Planning 
Council 4 to 3 to endorse the Steering Committee’s proposal of the Northwest 
Freeway, including the Cross-Park Freeway, thereby insuring its inclusion in 
the transportation plan issued in July. Allegedly leading the battle for the 
Cross-Park Freeway were Gingery, a Rockville real estate promoter, and 
Bartholomew, chairman of the Planning Commission. The decision was made 
without any recommendation by any engineers that the route was required and 
without any report from engineers on the cost or feasibility of the route. 

8. The final “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region” submitted in 
July 1959, included this Cross-Park Freeway extension of the Northwest Free- 
way but gave no factual justification for its addition. 

9. On September 3, 1959, the National Capita] Planning Commission requested 
Michael Baker, Jr., a College Park engineering firm, for a cost estimate for a 
four-lane Cross-Park Freeway.. The report, submitted September 25, 1959, but 

never made public by the NCPC, indicated that the cost would be twice as much 
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as the NCPC had originally contemplated.* It was also apparent by the time 
this initial cost analysis was made that by reason of the steep grade of the 
Cross-Park Freeway, more than four lanes would be required to accommodate 
slow-moving trucks. , 

10. In November 1959, hearings were held by the Bible committee (Joint Com- 
mittee To Investigate Problems of Growth and Expansion of District of Columbia 
Metropolitan Area). Virtually all of the witnesses appearing before this com- 
mittee were critical of the NCPC-NCRPC transportation plan for not going far 
enough in urging emphasis on rapid transit facilities in preference to freeways, 
The Northwest Freeway—cutting a wide swath through Bethesda, Chevy Chase 
and residential Northwest Washington—was singled out for particular criticism 
by civic groups, planners and others. 

11. Despite the contrary action taken by the NCPC and NCRPC, a majority 
of the District of Columbia Commissioners (Welling and Karrick) remained 
opposed to the plan for the Northwest Freeway. District Highway Director 
Harold Aitken was directed to prepare an alternate route for bringing Interstate 
Route 70-S into the inner loop. 

12. The alternate route prepared by Aitken was estimated by the District’s 
engineers to be more economical than the Northwest Freeway, to avoid the grade 
problems of the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, and to meet a greater public need 
(see exhibit 1). It would have followed the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad to 
the District line, then go due south on a routing known as the north central 
corridor. It would have caused less injury to established residential areas, 
schools, parks and institutions (although not avoiding such injury entirely), 
and would have kept trucks closer to already established commercial areas. The 
route was also preferred by Maryland authorities. Chairman John B. Funk of 
the Maryland Roads Commission announced as recently as April 23, 1960, that 
he likewise advocated the north central route for Route 70-S, pointing out that 
such a route would serve several times as many people as the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor route. 

13. The District of Columbia Commissioners’ preference for the routing of 
70-S was never made public, however. For on March 17, 1960, Aitken was told 
by Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator, not to waste his time 
on such an alternate routing (that fitted the original engineering study of 
DeLeuw, Cather). Tallamy advised Aitken that the route must go directly 
through the Wisconsin Avenue corridor if it was to be eligible for 90 percent 
Federal aid from the Federal highway trust fund and that plans for the Wis- 
consin corridor route would have to be submitted by midsummer 1960 if the 
District was to get its apportionment. 

14. Thus, at the present time the District of Columbia Commissioners have 
the threat over their head that the District will lose out on Federal assistance 
for the District portion of Route 70—-S unless the route follows the general 
course favored by Gingery, Bartholomew, and Tallamy, against all recommenda- 
tions of engineers that have analyzed the problems, through what is generally 
conceded to be one of the best residential areas of Washington, a freeway which 
will not even be needed once rapid transit facilities are built, according to 
engineers that have carefully examined the situation. 

15. The reasons for Tallamy’s intervention are not clear. One explanation 
received from assistants to the Federal Highway Administrator close to this 
controversy is that he intervened to select the Wisconsin Avenue corridor because 
of differences between Maryland and the District on the route. But no such 
differences exist. Another explanation is that the Wisconsin routing is shorter 
and cheaper. It is slightly shorter from Pooks Hill to the inner loop via the 
Wisconsin routing than the north central routing, but it is not cheaper. Bight 
lanes can be constructed on the north central route at the price of four on the 
Northwest route. Two facts, however, are clear: The Federal Highway Admin- 
istrator is unconcerned with the wishes of the public in the areas affected, and 
it is unconcerned with either land use problems or rapid transit planning prob- 





1In a footnote to the cost estimate of $1.8 billion for new highways by the NCPC, on 
p. 7 of “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region,” the following statement had been 
made: “Cost of highways does not include Northwest Freeway link between Tenley Circle 
and inner loop. This section, added to the recommended system after basic cost estimates 
were made, would add less than 2 percent to the recommended system cost.” The Michael 
Baker report, which was limited to cost estimates and made no recommendations other- 
wise, estimated that the cost for this section would be $69.5 million, rather than “less 
than” $36 million. 
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lems. In his Bureau’s view, freeways always enhance the value of adjoining 
land (i.e., motels, service stations, and commercial establishments replace de- 
sirable residences, parks, schools, and playgrounds) ; that rapid transit is just 
a “pipedream” at this stage. 

16. As a result of Tallamy’s pressures and his control over the pursestrings, 
District officials are reluctantly proceeding in the preparation of plans for the 
Northwest freeway for submission this summer in order to qualify for 90-percent 
Federal aid. 

17. The issue is not, however, dead, by any means. Senator Case of South 
Dakota, long interested in District problems, has questioned the wisdom of Tal- 
lamy’s March 17 decision to bring Route 70-S through the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor. In a letter written April 28, 1960, he emphasized that “the routing 
of a link through a city—and particularly the Capital City—should cure a blight 
rather than create one” by a route “through an area which is marked for rede- 
velopment or slum clearance” rather than through a well-developed residential 
part of the city. He also noted: 

“We have to recognize that if the taxable valuations within Washington are 
reduced by elimination of or injury to well-developed areas, the pressure in- 
creases on Congress to make a larger annual payment to the District. Si it could 
be that although the cost to the highway trust fund might be less on the shortest 
route possible, the ultimate cost to the Federal Treasury might not be. 

“On the other hand, it seems to me that if the route should go through an 
area which is marked for development or slum clearance, to the extent that the 
construction results in clearance and improvement, a second benefit will flow 
from the money expended.” 

On April 23, 1960, Chairman John B. Funk of the Maryland Roads Commission 
also revealed that he agrees with the rejected District Highway Department 
plan to carry the freeway down the north central route. He indicated that he 
may ask the Federal Highway Administrator to reconsider his insistence on 
the Northwest route. 

What is clearly required, in the Interstate Route 70-S controversy and else- 
where, is coordinated planning. The present governmental structure, placing 
ultimate decisionmaking and funds control in highway-oriented officials, acting 
in defiance of the area’s needs and wishes, is not coordinated planning. Com- 
peting values have no voice. 

The choices for action on transportation problems in the National Capital 
region appear to be threefold : 

(1) Continued reliance on auto-dominant planning with more and more free- 
ways, parkways, widened streets, downtown parking. With the present govern- 
mental structure and pressures, this is the District’s present direction. Los 
Angeles (where 66 percent of the downtown area is paved with streets, free- 
ways, and parking garages) is a good example of its ultimate outcome—Shirley 
Highway is the example in embryo. The theory that limited-access multilane 
roads and more parking will “cure” congestion has proved self-defeating, for 
such steps simply encourage greater reliance upon the automobile for intra-area 
trips, reduce patronage on existing mass transit (surface buses) causing increased 
fares and even greater economic incentive to divert passengers from buses 
to private autos. The adverse effects on land uses other than for transportation 
are obvious. All—even the American Automobile Association—are agreed that 
this course would be ruinous for the District—but this is the present course that 
the National Capital region is following. 

(2) Simultaneous development of improved roads and mass transit. This 
is more or less the program of the transportation plan, although it places 
emphasis on freeways first and rapid transit later on the premise that planning 
should fit the projected desires of passengers as much as possible and that 
these desires are for automobile commuting for most people. Chicago’s Congress 
Expressway is perhaps a good example of this “middle-of-the-road” approach. 
The expressway was built to accommodate both autos and rapid transit, with 
eight auto lanes and two rapid transit tracks. Experience on that expressway is 
instructive on the public’s desires and suggests that NCPC’s planners under- 
estimated the attractiveness of good rapid transit. The Congress Expressway 
rapid transit service began about June 1958. By August of 1958, one lane of 
rapid transit was already carrying almost as much rush-hour traffic as four 
lanes of highway on the same right-of-way; 8,287 passengers used rapid transit 
in morning peak hours versus 8,478 automobile passengers. By August 1959, 
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the rapid transit passengers had increased to about 9,400 passengers ; automobile 
passengers had declined to about 7,100. By February 1960, rapid transit pas- 
sengers had risen to 11,276 passengers; automobile passengers had declined to 
7,047. In other words, one lane of rapid transit (operating, incidentally, at 
only about 30 percent of capacity) handles 150 percent as much traffic as four 
lanes of highway (operating at 80 to 90 percent of capacity). Walter J. Mc- 
Carter, general manager of the Chicago Transit Authority, is quoted as saying 
that 63 additional expressway lanes would be needed to accommodate as many 
riders as now come into downtown Chicago each day on the rapid transit lines. 

(3) Priority development of rapid transit coupled with planning to discourage 
automobile use for home-to-work travel. Most of the experts recommend this 
course. Typical of these opinions is that of S. D. Forsythe, general superintend- 
ent of engineering for the Chicago Transit Authority, who wrote the Bible com- 
mittee on October 30, 1959, as follows: 

“The report (transportation plan) suggests that early emphasis be placed 
on the expenditure of $1,900 million (including downtown parking facilities) 
for highway expenditures and places the development of rail transit service 
in the last category. If the estimates of passenger volumes indicating better 
than 25,000 in the heaviest hour from Bethesda, and better than 26,000 in the 
heaviest hour from Wheaton, are reasonable, then it would seem logical to 
put rail rapid transit from these areas in the central sector in the very earliest 
phase of the program. I would expect an early completion of these facilities 
to have a decided effect upon the highway usage from these areas, particularly 
in the central sector, which effect could very conceivably reduce appreciably the 
extremely expensive plans for freeway extensions and additions.” (Hearings, 
p. 155.) 

Many persons, including present staff director of the Bible committee, Henry 
Bain, have stated publicly that not only should the earliest possible emphasis 
be placed upon rapid transit if urban strangulation is to be avoided but affirma- 
tive steps should be taken to discourage the use of the space-demanding auto- 
mobile. Among the steps advocated are (a) levying tolls on use of bridges 
and arterial roads; (b) less, rather than more, all-day downtown parking facili- 
ties. Elmer B. Staats, Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget, speaking for 
the administration, has urged early and favorable consideration by Congress for 
the proposed National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 (S. 3193), pointing out 
that the “probable alternative to such action appears to be construction of a 
greater number of highways leading into the city, diversion of large downtown 
areas of the District of Columbia to parking for private automobiles, and increases 
in the time devoted to traveling to and from work” (106 Congressional Record, 
4979, Mar. 14, 1960). Senator Bible, sponsor of the bill, pointed out in urging 
immediate consideration to Washington’s needs for rapid transit, “The daily 
flow of hundreds of thousands of employees from their homes to their jobs can- 
not be satisfied by the private automobile alone, unless the city is to become a 
jungle of parking lots, its vital fabric scarred with costly new expressways, 
and its arterial highways hopelessly clogged with rush-hour traffic” (1d. at 4971). 

But as matters now stand, the National Capital region is drifting steadily 
toward the auto-dominant solution, which is no solution at all, with the Fed- 
eral Highway Administrator (controlling 90 percent of the purse) making de- 
cisions affecting competing transportation, urban renewal, land use, and the 
region’s national stature as the National Capital. This course of urban suicide 
should be avoided, particularly here in Washington, D.C. The first step must be 
to assure that the Federal Highway Administrator does not continue to thwart 
the will of Congress by subverting an interstate highway program into a means 
for dictating to a city how to meet its transportation needs. The other step 
required is prompt passage of the Bible bill to make possible coordinated urban 
transportation planning for the National Capital region in a manner responsive 
to the public’s needs rather than a manner responsive to the desires of a Rock- 
ville land speculator, anxious to reap profits from new freeways; city officials, 
lured to set aside their better judgment and the judgment of reputable planners 
for 90 percent Féderal aid; and the Federal Highway Administrator, catapulted 
to a role in city planning for which he is not qualified by his control of Federal 
90 percent aid—the only Federal funds now available to meet urban transporta- 
tion problems, problems which according to the specialists require more and 
better rapid transit, not more and better freeways. 
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EXxuHIsit 1. COMPARISON OF NORTH CENTRAL FREEWAY AND WISCONSIN AVENUE 
Corripor RouTEe 
(Prepared by District of Columbia Department of Highways) 


GENERAL 





Mass transportation study requirement 


In both the published report and in the recommendation of the engineering 
consultant the north central freeway required eight lanes. 

The published report indicated a 4-lane route from the Inner Loop to approxi- 
mately Tenley Circle and a 6-lane route from that location to the Capitol Belt- 
way at Pooks Hill, for the Wisconsin Avenue corridor route. The engineering 
consultant did not propose any Wisconsin Avenue route in his recommended free- 
way system, from Tenley Circle to the Inner Loop. 


NEED 





A freeway route in the north central corridor toward Silver Spring has been 
shown by all traffic and planning studies to be the greatest single traffic need in 
the area. 










North Wisconsin 
central Avenue 
freeway route 


Length in miles: ‘ 
Within District of Columbia 
eee 
Total length 










Number of lanes: 













eT rer See SRS ee oe ean eadece puehaeusanlaaenasannaeaee 4 
ee SOUONe GO CIMINO WO. his 25h sk ee cc kdb untae deus ences eden osaed 6 
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1 The cost estimates shown for the north central freeway in Maryland are based on a 6-lane facility whereas 
all traffic studies indicate a need for 8 lanes in that area. The added cost to construct this as an 8-lane 
facility would bring the Maryland portion of either the Wisconsin A venue route or the north central freeway 
to about the same cost. 


It should be noted that the above costs indicate that an 8-lane freeway can be 
provided in the District of Columbia on the north central alinement for approxi- 
mately the same cost as a predominantly 4-lane route in the Wisconsin avenue 
corridor. 
















GRADES 


The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Route requires over 2 miles of truck climbing 
lanes whereas the North Central Freeway requires none. 





STATEMENT OF PETER S. CRAIG, NORTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR 'TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING, BEFORE THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN 
ProsLeMs, May 6, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Peter Craig. I appear this afternoon on behalf 
of the Nothwest Committee for Transportation Planning to present this group’s 
views on §8. 3193 and its companion bill, H.R. 11135. 

First a word to introduce our committee. It was organized 1 year ago by 
residents of Northwest Washington vitally concerned with transportation plan- 
ning in that section of the District and the adjoining suburbs of Maryland. We 
Were concerned with what we considered to be a hasty and ill-conceived plan 
by the National Capital Planning Commission to construct a Northwest Freeway 
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through the midst of the parks, schools, institutions, playgrounds and homes 
that make the Northwest the attractive area that it now is. We were also con- 
cerned about promoting the establishment of a subway line between the down- 
town area and Bethesda along Wisconsin Avenue, a plan which we believe to 
be: essential for the continued healthy development of the area. At the present 
time, the Northwest Committee represents, directly or indirectly, several thou- 
sand residents of this area. I include indirectly because in addition to mem- 
bership by individuals, our membership includes representatives of citizens as- 
sociations, parent-teacher associations, the Sidwell Friends School, the Wash- 
ington Home for Incurables, and other similar groups sharing this common 
concern. 

As you will remember, our first chairman testified before this committee 
about these concerns at your hearings last November. I trust that in your de- 
liberations on the present bill, you will consider this prior presentation con- 
tained at pages 798-812 of the printed hearings. 

In my testimony this afternoon, I would like to limit my remarks to three 
points raised by the pending bill— 

First, is the absolute necessity of prompt enactment of this bill in this session 
of Congress so that immediate action may be taken to carry forward plans and 
start construction of rapid rail transit facilities. 

Second, we urge a clarifying amendment to the bill to make certain that the 
intended coordination between highway and rapid transit planning is actually 
achieved. 

Third, we urge that the bill be amended to include a specific direction to 
the new Agency to start immediately with the construction of a subway line 
between Union Station, across the downtown area, through Northwest Wash- 
ington toward Bethesda and that meanwhile no highways or freeways be built 
in the Northwest area. 

For the further assistance of the committee, we have various other comments 
and suggestions regarding the bill and the amendments we propose that are 
attached in an appendix to my prepared statement. I will not read this ap- 
pendix, but I would like to request that it be made a part of the record. 


I, NEED FOR PROMPT ENACTMENT OF 8. 3193 


There is one fact that stands out more than any other from the very complete 
record prepared by this committee last November. That is the pressing urgency 
for a rapid transit rail subway system for the National Capital region. 

Throughout this Nation, from Los Angeles to Boston and right to our own 
backyard, the grim fact has become apparent that billions of dollars spent on 
freeways and arterial highways in urban areas is largely money wasted and 
valuable land destroyed. The pressure of increased population and increased 
travel requirements has proven to be more than any road system can meet in 
our major cities, including Washington. Shirley Highway, at first heralded as 
the final answer to transportation needs in its corridor, is now choked with 
rush-hour traffic. More lanes are needed. The Baltimore-Washington Ex. 
pressway generated such auto travel that the District has been forced to widen 
New York Avenue and cut down its trees—an ugly new scar on the face of the 
Nation’s Capital. 

The existence of this tragedy in city planning is clear. It must be stopped 
now. And rapid transit as proposed by this bill is the only alternative. 

I was shocked the other day to discover how far the destruction of this city 
has already progressed by the construction of roads and parking facilities to 
accommodate the automobile. 

According to figures supplied by the National Capital Planning Commission, 
48 percent of the central business district is already devoted to streets. Includ- 
ing offstreet parking facilities, 56 percent of all available land area downtown is 
in bondage to streets and parking lots. This is as much as Detroit, almost as 
much as Los Angeles—the two cities usually cited by city planners as evidence 
of the futility of roadbuilding to solve mass transportation needs. 

Throughout the entire District of Columbia, 30 percent of all land area is 
devoted to streets, highways, parkways, and freeways. That figure does not 
include offstreet parking. In other words, almost one-third of the entire land 
area of the Nation’s Capital is already devoted to the motor vehicle. Not any 
of this land yields property taxes to help maintain and preserve other land 
uses—parks, homes, hospitals, and schools, 
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Every new freeway will cut further into this remaining land area, further 
reducing the District’s tax base, and require additional offstreet parking fa- 
cilities. Clearly, such a course can result only in the strangulation of this 
city and its institutions. Out of sheer necessity it must be stopped. Out of 
sheer necessity, if for no other reason, we must start now with the rapid 
transit subway system first recommended 30 years ago. 

I trust that we are on sound ground when we assume that Washington as a 
city was built for Government and for people and not to be a concrete strip for 
moving or stationary vehicles. Unfortunately, however, by reason of the Fed- 
eral Aid Highway Act of 1956, it sometimes appears that a different view now 
prevails, Under that act, the Bureau of Public Roads controls 90 percent of 
the funds to be used on interstate mass transportation arteries that involve city 
commuting traffic. This money, however, is available only for highways—not 
rapid rail transit. The lure of this money has been too great for many cities to 
resist. According to the local newspapers, even the District government is 
finding this money hard to resist, although the money would be devoted to 
highway projects which, in its better judgment, would be better spent on rapid 
transit facilities. 

In my heart, I feel certain that Congress never intended that the Federal Aid 
Highway Act would be used as a device for burying our cities in concrete. Cer- 
tainly it could not have intended that for the National Capital region. Nev- 
ertheless, that is what is happening today and will continue to happen unless 
legislation such as is now proposed is adopted. 

Fortunately, too, not even the administration officially endorses the existing 
program. I would like to cite the official “Federal Transportation Policy and 
Program” issued by the Department of Commerce in March 1960 which states 
at page 7: 

“Metropolitan areas are increasingly congested with mass highway transpor- 
tation, and are afflicted by rush-hour jams, parking area deficiencies, and com- 
muter and rapid-transit losses, 

“This is primarily a local problem. But the Federal Government contributes 
toward the problem with its huge highway program.” 

To meet this problem, the report recommends that the Federal Government 
“should encourage communities to make broad land-use plans with transpor- 
tation as an essential part” (p. 7) and, instead of encouraging more auto travel, 
to apply user charges on highways and parking areas “to help divert auto 
commuter travel to mass transport means” (p. 25). 

To us, all of this means that the proposed bill must be passed and it must 
be passed quickly. It is not the final answer. Indeed, experience undoubtedly 
will reveal areas where the legislation will need tightening or revision. We are 
not so unrealistic, however, as to say that half a loaf is worse than none. There- 
fore, we recommend with all the sincerity and conviction at our command that 
this bill be passed in principle at this session. Actual experience under the bill 
may be the best basis for knowing what further revisions should be made. 


II. COORDINATION OF HIGHWAY PLANNING BY THE AGENCY 


The transportation plan submitted to Congress last July, the hearings before 
this committee last November, and the declaration of policy contained in the 
bill all properly recognize the necessity for coordinating highway and rapid 
transit planning in the same agency. 

Somehow, the draft legislation overlooks this necessity when it reaches the 
details later on. For, in section 205(a) (7) the new agency’s authority is limited 
to “review and comment” on plans for the location and design of highway 
facilities. It also states that the “responsibility and authority for location, 
design, construction, and operation of freeways” ete. remain with the Govern- 
ment agencies presently having such jurisdiction. 

This gap in transportation planning must be closed. At the very least, the 
new agency must retain the right to disapprove any urban highway plans that 
are inconsistent with the general rapid transit plan. We therefore urge that 
the bill be amended to prohibit the construction of any new arterial highway 
in the National Capital region unless such facility has been expressly approved 
by the new agency as consistent with the overall transit development program. 

The purpose of this legislation could be defeated if Federal or local highway 
planners are left free to adhere to their own course rather than adhering to 
the advice of the agency charged with the responsibility of transportation co- 
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ordination. For example, if the agency should deem it desirable to utilize the 
same right-of-way for both motor vehicles and rapid rail transit, the present 
bill leaves the agency entirely at the mercy of highway planners on vital ques- 
tions such as location of the route. In other instances, as in the highly developed 
Northwest area of the District, it may be clear that there should be no new 
highway but rather the maximum amount of commuter traffic should be chan- 
neled to rapid transit, 

In this respect, I would like to cite particularly the problem created by the 
so-called “median strip.” Some advocates of the continued broad-scale con- 
struction of freeways and other truck routes in the National Capital region 
assert that this will assist rapid transit because the median strip can be used 
for the rail facilities. In some instances—as where the traffic artery goes 
through commercial or undeveloped land—this may be true. But, we suggest 
that in most instances the two are at cross purposes. The “median strip” 
philosophy requires a much broader right-of-way than rapid transit alone. It 
also places the private automobile in direct competition with rapid transit, 
thereby undermining its chances of economic success. It also means that rapid 
transit must be on the surface, rather than a subway where it would not ad- 
versely affect surface land uses. I am sure that anyone who has seen Chicago’s 
Congress Street Expressway would agree that such a traffic artery is not one 
that will preserve the dignity and pleasantness of parks, schools and homes 
which now predominate in the Northwest residential areas of Washington. 

Effective transportation coordination cannot be left to wishful thinking that 
highway planners will always heed the advice of the new agency. It must be 
recognized that in most instances arterial highways and rapid transit lines 
are competing with each other. Unless the new agency can coordinate the two, 
sound planning cannot be achieved. Uneconomic duplication of facilities may 
be constructed; land may be unnecessarily condemned; families, schools, and 
hospitals may be needlessly evicted ; rapid transit may be doomed to unnecessary 
operating losses. Section 205(a)(7) therefore should be amended to provide 
that no freeway, parkway or other arterial highway facility may be constructed 
in the National Capital region without the prior consent of the new agency. 


III. SPECIFIC MANDATE TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE NORTHWEST 


In addition to the general authorizations granted the agency in title II of the 
proposed bill, we believe it is essential that mass transportation needs of top 
priority be spelled out as directions by Congress to the new agency so that it 
may start immediately on such projects. 

In a draft alternative bill to S. 3198, prepared for your committee as a guide 
for studying possible improvements to the bill, various proposed sections were 
drafted that directed the new agency to take specific action to meet urgently 
needed transportation requirements. Among these suggestions was a provision 
that directed immediate work on a subway line between Union Station and the 
Northwest via the downtown area, coupled with the proviso that any freeway 
plans for this area be deferred. 

The Northwest Committee believes that such a provision is urgently needed 
in the bill. Specifically, we recommend the addition of the following section: 

“The agency is authorized and directed, promptly upon its establishment, to 
proceed, in consultation with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, with the planning, design and other work necessary for thee onstruc- 
tion of a rail transit subway line running from Union Station (and there con- 
necting with existing railroads if practicable) in a westerly direction to a point 
in the general vicinity of 19th and E Streets Northwest, and thence northerly 
and westerly to a point at least as far as Tenley Circle. No freeway, parkway 
or other arterial highway not already under construction shall be built west 
of Rock Creek in the District of Columbia until the completion of such rail 
transit subway line connecting an outer portion of that section with downtown 
Washington, and until experience in the operation of such a rail transit line 
shall enable the agency to find and conclude to what extent, if any, additional 
transportation facilities are required.” 

I will not dwell on the need for prompt action on the subway line as described 
in this proposal, for I believe there is universal acceptance of the fact that such 
a facility will be needed, and needed promptly. I note that Mr. Elmer B. Staats, 
in forwarding the administration's bill to Congress, specifically cited this sub- 
way line as perhaps the first that should be started. 
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In addition, we urge that Congress include specific language deferring any new 
construction of freeways in the area affected by this new subway line until 
there has been sufficient experience to indicate whether any such freeway is truly 
needed. 

This prohibition is necessary to forstall a new effort which is now being made 
to maneuver Officials of the District of Columbia and Maryland into a position 
where they will be committed to building an interstate freeway for trucks and 
autos through Bethesda-Chevy Chase and Northwest Washington. The plan is 
the same proposal for a northwest freeway, advanced last year, which evoked 
such strong and widespread opposition at the joint committee hearings in 
November. 

The merits of such a freeway as a link for Interstate Route 70-S between 
Pooks Hill and the inner loop were thoroughly aired before the responsible local 
agencies in 1958 and 1959. It has been rejected by the Board of District of 
Columbia Commissioners, by the Montgomery County Council and Planning 
Board, by the top Maryland and District highway officials and has been uni- 
versally condemned by the many schools, institutions, and residents affected. 
With respect to the Tenley Circle inner loop portion of the freeway in particular, 
the position of the Board of District of Columbia Commissioners, as quoted 
at page 829 of your hearings last November, is that such a route is not “feasible 
from the overall point of view of community acceptability, general alinement, 
sound Government policy, engineering, economics, invasion of park property, 
and the proposed point of connection with the inner loop.” By existing law, the 
opposition of the District of Columbia Commissioners should have ended the 
proposal, For under section 6 of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, 
any thoroughfare plan for the District of Columbia must be submitted to the 
Board of Commissioners and be approved by it. 

Nevertheless, the proposal for a northwest freeway has been revived in an 
attempt to force a reversal of the decision by the Board of Commissioners. The 
threat has been raised that the District will lose 90 percent Federal highway aid 
for 70-S if the Northwest Freeway is not built. To avert this senseless mistake 
in city planning, the Commissioners and the citizens of this area require action 
by Congress. 

From the facts, which are summarized in the appendix to this statement, it 
would seem clear that this Northwest Freeway should be abandoned on its 
own lack of merit. Even if there were room for disagreement on this point, 
there is a further and vital reason why Congress should bar such a freeway, at 
least for the foreseeable future. The freeway would occupy the same corridor 
and be directly competitive with the rapid transit line that everyone agrees is 
required. Necessarily, the freeway would undermine the economic soundness 
of the proposed rapid transit subway line. Furthermore, there is the legitimate 
hope that any such freeway would not be needed after the subway is operating. 
The Northwest Freeway or any similar project therefore should at least be de- 
ferred until experience with the new subway system is sufficient to demonstrate 
whether more facilities are needed, . 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, may I emphasize once more our plea that this bill, with strength- 
ening amendments, be passed as soon as possible. 

Furthermore, on behalf of the entire Northwest Committee for Transportation 
Planning, I wish to express our deepest gratitude to you, Mr. Chairman, and the 
other members of this committee and its staff for their fine and understanding 
work on behalf of the National Capital region. We are all deeply indebted to 
you for the leadership you have exercised in coming to grips with a problem 


that vitally concerns not only us and our children but also many future genera- 
tions in this area. 


CoMMENTS AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 3193 SuBMITTED By NORTHWEST 
COMMITTEE FOR TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 


TITLE I 


Section 102. Declaration of policy and purpose 

The second paragraph should be deleted. This paragraph appears superfluous 
and may be misconstrued as an implied endorsement of the specific proposal con- 
tained in the “Transportation Plan—National Capital Region” adopted by the 
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National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning Council in 
1959. Because of the many valid criticisms registered against the plan’s meth- 
odology and objectives submitted in congressional testimony in November 1959, 
and further, because the bill proposes that such transportation planning be carried 
forward and amended by the proposed new Agency, the paragraph properly 
should be deleted. 

The third paragraph also appears superfluous and should be deleted. 


Section 103, Definitions 


In order to avoid possible conflict with the definition of “National Capital 
region” contained in the National Capital Planning Act, subsection (a) should be 
amended to read: 

“ ‘National Capital region’ means the area so termed in the National Capital 
Planning Act.” 

TITLE IL 


Section 201. National Capital Transportation Agency 


Whether the Agency is administered by a single Administrator or by a three- 
or four-member Board (as others have recommended), the Northwest Committee 
urges that greater protection be given against potential conflicts of interests than 
subsection (c) presently provides, Specifically, the second sentence in this sub- 
section should be amended by inserting a comma in lieu of “nor” and by adding 
at the end thereof the following: “or in any business engaged in the buying, 
selling, leasing or development of real estate.” 

Experience has indicated that where persons with financial interests in real 
estate also hold positions in public planning, their decisions on such vital ques- 
tions as the location of transportation arteries either may be influenced by their 
own profit moves or at least are rendered suspect to the general public. The 
proposed new Agency should be above such criticism. Persons having a financial 
interest in real estate matters may properly serve on citizens’ advisory commit- 
tees as a means for conveying their views, the same as other special interest 
groups. However, the Agency itself should be free from such a potential conflict 
of interest. 


Section 202. Advisory board 


In the event the final bill retains the feature of an advisory board instead of a 
three- or four-member agency, the Northwest Committee urges that there be a 
greater guarantee of regional representation for the three jurisdictions, Spe- 
cifically, the second sentence should be amended by deleting the words “at least 
three of whom shall be residents of the National Capital region” and inserting, 
in lieu thereof, the following: 

“At least one member of the advisory board shall be a resident of the District 
of Columbia ; at least one shall be a resident of that part of the National Capital 
region lying in Maryland; and at least one shall be a resident of that part of 
the National Capital region lying in Virginia.” 


Section 208. Advisory and coordinating committees 
This section appears satisfactory in its present form. 


Section 204, Preparation and approval of transit development program 


As presently drafted, section 204(a) defining the planning functions of the 
Agency is ambiguous and perhaps contradictory with not only the purpose of the 
legislation (sec. 102) but also existing planning legislation. 

Under existing legislation, the duties of preparing a continuing transportation 
plan for the National Capital region rest with the National Capital Planning 
Commission and the Regional Planning Council. (National Capital Planning 
Act of 1952, secs. 3(d), 4, 6; 66 Stat. 781.) The “major thoroughfare plan,” pre- 
pared initially by the Commission with consultation with both the Regional Plan- 
ning Council and interested Government agencies, requires the approval of the 
District of Columbia Board of Commissioners. The “mass transportation plan,” 
also prepared initially by the Planning Commission, requires the approval of a 
joint board consisting of the District of Columbia Commissioners and the Dis- 
trict’s public utilities commission (66 Stat. 789). If it is the intent of the 
proposed bill that the Agency’s “transit development program” conform with 
these approved plans under the National Capital Planning Act, that intent 
should be clearly spelled out by adding the following, after reference to that 
act: “including the approved major thoroughfare and mass transportation plans 
within the meaning of section 6 of such Act,”. 
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Parenthetically, it may be noted that the transportation plan submitted to 
Congress by the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Plan- 
ning Council in 1959, is not an approved plan within the meaning of section 6 of 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952. 

On the other hand, if it is the intent of the proposed bill to transfer the plan- 
ning functions of section 6 of the Planning Act to the new Agency, that intent 
should be made clear together with protective provisions to make clear that 
transportation planning shall be coordinated with the broader planning func- 
tions of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning 
Council and be subject to the approval of the District Commissioners. 

Whatever device Congress may prefer for coordinating transportation plan- 
ning, the following principles should be maintained, consistent with the purpose 
of the bill: 

(1) The “coordination of the planning, financing, construction and administra- 
tion of highways and public transit and railroad facilities,” properly declared to 
be the congressional purpose in section 102, requires that there be effective coor- 
dination between rapid rail transit and highway facilities in the same agency, 
be it the proposed new Agency or the existing National Capital Planning Com- 
mission. The two modes are, of course, directly competitive. Effective planning 
and implementation of rapid transit facilities therefore requires effective control 
over the location and construction of highway facilities so that an efficient rapid 
transit system, adapted to the public’s needs may be initiated. 

(2) Furthermore, overall transportation planning (rapid transit and highway 
facilities) represents only a part of the complete planning problem for the 
National Capital region. It must be consistent, therefore, with the general land- 
use requirements of the area, including the preservation of existing desirable 
land use such as parks, playgrounds, schools, churches, institutions, and well- 
preserved residential areas, or with existing or planned redevelopment projects. 
This means that the region’s transportation plan, as it may further evolve 
pursuant to this legislation, not only should be consistent with the overall plans 
of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Regional Planning Coun- 
cil, respectively, but also subject to the approval of the District Commissioners 
which have ultimate political responsibility for the welfare of the District and 
its inhabitants. 


Section 205, functions, duties, and powers 


Several amendments are required in this section in order to achieve the trans- 
portation coordination that is the intent of the bill and in order to implement 
the most pressing immediate needs. 

1. Section 205, as now drafted, leaves one significant gap in the achievement 
of a coordinated regional transportation system—authority over roads. This 
deficiency would be overcome by the addition of the following sentence after 
the third sentence of subsection (a) (7): 

“No freeway, parkway, or other arterial highway shall be constructed in the 
National Capital region without the prior certification by the agency that such 
facility is consistent with the transit development program.” 

This reservation of power is necessary if the purposes of the bill are not to 
be frustrated by arbitrary action by local or Federal highway agencies. It is 
appropriate that such agencies retain the primary responsibility for the location, 
design, construction, and operation of freeways, parkways, and highway facili- 
ties. However, this authority should not be permitted to override the broader, 
more vital objectives of achieving a truly coordinated transportation system for 
the National Capital region. In some instances, a freeway facility deemed 
necessary by highway planners may in fact frustrate the achievement of effective 
rapid transit under the transit development program. In other instances, the 
overall program may require use of a common right-of-way for both rapid transit 
and highway facilities. Both as to the selection of the mode or modes of trans- 
portation that best suit overall public needs and as to selection of the proper 
route, the new agency should have jurisdiction consistent with section 204 to 
achieve effective coordination and to avoid wasteful duplication. 

2. There is the further necessity for spelling out the responsibility of the 
Bureau of Public Roads for administering Federal highway aid projects in the 
National Capital region consistent with the objectives of the bill. In admin- 
istering his responsibilities, the Federal Highway Administrator should lend his 
powerful influence over Federal highway grants to assist, rather than frustrate, 
the local efforts to achieve a balanced transportation system consistent with the 
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region’s broader land-use objectives. For this purpose, the following new sub- 
section is recommended : 

“The Bureau of Public Roads, in reviewing plans for Federal-aid highways in 
the National Capital region, shall take into account the transit development 
program as adopted by the agency and the implementing recommendations of 
the agency, and shall request the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia 
to modify their plans to conform to the program when such modification would 
serve to achieve the objectives of this act.” 

3. In addition to the general authorizations vested in the new agency, it is 
recommended that Congress include specific directions to the agency to commence 
work immediately on rapid transit projects of pressing importance to the 
National Capital region. In the opinion of the Northwest Committee, one of the 
most pressing of these needed projects is the construction of a subway line 
across the downtown area and thence northwest. Therefore, the following addi- 
tional subsection is recommended : 

“The agency is authorized and directed, promptly upon its establishment, to 
proceed, in consultation with the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, with the planning, design, and other work necessary for the construc- 
tion of a rail transit subway line running from Union Station (and there 
connecting with existing railroads if practicable) in a westerly direction to a 
point in the general vicinity of 19th and E Streets Northwest, and thence north- 
erly and westerly to a point at least as far as Tenley Circle. No freeway, 
parkway, or other arterial highway not already under construction shall be 
built west of Rock Creek in the District of Columbia until the completion of 
such rail transit line connecting an outer portion of that section with downtown 
Washington, and until experience in the operation of such a rail transit line 
shall enable the agency to find and conclude to what extent, if any, additional 
transportation facilities are required.” 

Undoubtedly, there may be other pressing transportation improvements needed 
elsewhere in the region. If so, these should also be spelled out in specific terms 
by Congress in this legislation. The primary concern of the Northwest Com- 
mittee for Transportation Planning, however, is with the Northwest. 

The necessity for a subway system in this region, particularly a line to the 
Northwest, appears to be universally recognized : 

A. DeLeuw, Cather & Co., a Chicago engineering firm retained by the Planning 
Commission and Planning Council to prepare a mass transportation survey for 
the National Capital region, included among its recommendations the construc- 
tion of a rapid transit line from Union Station to Pooks Hill via the general 
routing of EF. Street, 19th Street, Massachusetts Avenue, and Wisconsin Avenue. 
It recommended that this rapid transit lime be underground at least as far 
as Tenley Circle in order not to scar the area or disrupt desirable land-use 
patterns in the area. This mass transportation survey was issued in January 
1959. The survey’s conclusions emphasized that: 

“5. Only by construction of subways can certain physical problems, particu- 
larly in the north and northwest sectors, as discussed in the report, be satisfac- 
torily overcome. * * * 

“6. * * * Work should start at the earliest practicable date on the prepara- 
tion of preliminary engineering plans for the subway sections of the recommended 
rail rapid transit facilities.” 

B. The “Transportation Plan,” prepared by the National Capital Planning 
Sommission and the Regional Planning Council and submitted by the President 
to Congress in July 1959, likewise endorsed this subway line. 

C. Testimony before the Joint Committee on Washington metropolitan prob- 
lems in November 1959, generally endorsed this aspect of the transportation 
plan: 

(1) Elmer B. Staats, Deputy Director of the Bureau of the Budget, appear- 
ing for the Administration, testified that “we should like to stress the impor- 
tance of giving the highest priority to development of the proposed rail transit 
facilities to reduce travel time and avoid unnecessary costs.” (Hearings, p. 
14,) 

(2) Roy W. Johnson, chairman of the board, American Council to Improve 
Our Neighborhoods (ACTION), testified that an “efficient, attractive, eco..omical 
rapid transit” was essential to meet the area’s transportation needs and to avoid 
the destruction of “many values of our Capital City, as a place for Government 
business, as a monumental city, as a city of homes and neighborhoods, by rivers 
of cement.” (Hearings, p. 30.) 
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(83) Arthur H. Keyes, Jr., Washington Building Congress, Inc., testified that 
“we must give rapid transit priority over the private automobile” and criticized 
the transportation plan only for its insufficient attention to rapid transit needs 
and its preoccupation with destructive highway proposals. (Hearings, pp. 
71-73.) 

(4) Albert Mayer, a professional city planner from New York, testified that 
top priority should be devoted to rapid transit to avoid the many harmful 
effects to an urban area through the proliferation of highways. (Hearings, pp. 
83-96. ) 

(5) David B, Finley, Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts, testified that “The 
plan for a rapid underground transit system is excellent, so far as it goes, and 
should receive the first consideration” (hearings, p. 121). He further stated 
that his Commission firmly believes “that a rapid transit system is the most 
logical means of meeting these traffic needs. We have for several years urged 
that such a transit system be established and have pointed out that, if the 
beauty of Washington is to be preserved, provision for an underground rapid 
transit system would seem to be mandatory. We hope that a rapid transit 
system will be extended to the sources of commuter traffic in Maryland and 
Virginia” (hearings, p. 120). 

(6) Grosvenor Chapman, Washington Metropolitan Chapter, American In- 
stitute of Architects, testified that his chapter “endorses that part of the 
metropolitan transportation survey recommendations concerned with rapid 
transit by bus and rail. It feels that these recommendations and, especially, 
the use of subways, will serve the primary objective of keeping traffic con- 
gestion to a minimum” and preserving “our present heritage of national monu- 
ments, vistas, parks, public buildings, and river banks’ from being lost “in 
a confusion of highway ramps, loops and interchanges” (hearings, p. 127). 

(7) S. D. Forsythe, general superintendent of engineering for the Chicago 
Transit Authority, recommended: “If the estimates of passenger volumes indi- 
cating better than 25,000 in the heaviest hour from Bethesda, and better than 
26,000 in the heaviest hour from Wheaton, are reasonable, then it would seem 
logical to put rail rapid transit from these areas to the central sector in the very 
earliest phase of the program” (hearings, p. 155). 

(8) Washington I. Cleveland, speaking for the American Automobile Asso- 
ciation, also reported that the AAA district advisory board is of the opinion 
that the projected growth in area travel “would require the development of a 
rapid transit system” and endorsed the transportation plan’s proposed rapid 
transit system (hearings, pp. 224-225). 

(9) Louis Justement, chairman of National Capital Committee of American 
Institute of Architects, urged that Congress should adopt that portion of the 
transportation plan which creates rapid transit facilities and reject proposed 
new freeways. Rail rapid transit, he described as the “better solution, one 
which will permit planned urban growth instead of disorganized, haphazard 
urban growth, one which will help us preserve existing esthetic values and create 
new ones” (hearings, p. 272). 

(10) William A. Roberts, a local civil engineer and transportation lawyer, 
testified that an adequate subway system is already 30 years overdue and that 
such “facilities should be built from the beginning, and pressures applied to 
require their use, not to build expensive alternatives [freeways] for them” 
(hearings, pp. 366-367). 

(11) W. W. Patchell, vice president, Pennsylvania Railroad, testified, “I know, 
and the experience in Toronto can prove, that the [transportation plan’s] recom- 
mendation for the rail rapid transportation system along the heavy traffic cor- 
ridors is a wise one and, if properly carried out, will prove in the future to 
have been a very wise investment” (hearings, p. 399). 

(12) Robert Levi, president, Hecht Co., speaking as a downtown businessman, 
emphasized to the committee that “Washington’s central business area can only 
flourish insofar as it is supported by mass transportation connected with the 
entire metropolitan area. New mass transportation must provide adequate 
service between downtown and major points of the surrounding region” (hear- 
ings, p. 586). 

(13) John J. Allen, Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, testified, 
“The rapid transit system is the boldest conception yet advanced officially for 
solving the Washington commuting problem, yet the plan is based on convincing 
analysis, demonstrating both economics to the community and need in terms 
of movement of people in the years to come” (hearings, p. 696). 
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(14) Charles A. Horsky, president, Washington Housing Association, sup- 
ported the transportation plan’s subway proposals, questioning only “whether 
the report gives enough emphasis to the rapid rail transit system” (hearings, 

. 704). 
: (15) The Montgomery County Council, by a resolution filed with the committee, 
stated “it would be neither practical nor possible to provide the transportation 
facilities by construction of more and more highways but only through the 
development of mass transit and rapid transit regulated to serve the needs 
of the entire metropolitan area can traffic strangulation be averted” (hearings, 

. 713). 
7 (16) Col. William E. Shepherd, representing the Committee of One Hundred 
on the Federal City, and the Georgetown Citizens Association, observed to the 
committee “that any attempt to satisfy the evermounting desire of motor vehicle 
operators for highway capacity and parking facilities will tend to disfigure and 
bankrupt the city. We also feel that unless some technical improvements are 
made, the operation of buses on a large scale will generate pollution of the 
atmosphere on city streets and in residential neighborhoods; hence it appears 
that early realization of the rail rapid transit system will bring the maximum 
of relief with a minimum of damage to the city. We therefore recommend that 
in the transit plan detailed planning of the rail system be begun as soon as 
possible; and that highest priority be assigned to this high-speed rail transit 
system” (hearings, p. 782). 

(17) Warren J. Vinton, mayor of Somerset, Md., speaking for the Mont- 
gomery County Citizens Planning Association, stressed “the necessity for speedy 
action to provide a true mass transit system for the National Capital. Only 
thus will the whole community be able to grow and to expand without being 
devastated by the proliferation of massive thorough-throughways, complex in- 
terchanges, and endless acres of parking.” He urged that “we should push 
ahead at once with the planning and construction of a rail transit system ade- 
quate to meet the Capital’s needs. * * * If we are to preserve the efficiency 
and the imposing beauty of our Capital it is obvious that it must become an 
adult city in respect to transportation, and bring the great bulk of daily workers 
into the center by a rapid transit system relying on subways in the central 
areas” (hearings, pp. 790, 792). 

(18) Brig. Gen. Alvin C. Welling, District of Columbia Engineer Commissioner, 
concluded “that we should as promptly as possible institute an attractive rail 
service for transporting commuters to and from the District’ (hearings, p. 
$34). In particular, he cited a September 1959 report from the Commissioners 
to the Bureau of the Budget which stated: 

“Within the District there have been from some public quarters marked and 
valid objections to certain new highway proposals of the plan, and the majority 
of the Board of Commissioners has stated objections to one such proposal 
[the Northwest Freeway]. On the other hand, the public may be disposed to 
welcome a subway system; so would the Commissioners” (hearings, p. 834). 

(19) Herbert P. Leeman, speaking for the Federation of Citizens Associa- 
tions of the District of Columbia, stated that there exists “the imperative 
necessity of adoption and construction of a rapid transit system from adjacent 
areas and within this District of Columbia” (hearings, p. 871). 

(20) C. J. Heine, appearing for the North Cleveland Park Citizens Association, 
urged that there should be “main reliance on rapid transit for the future 
handling of suburban commuters” (hearings, p. 877). 

D. Elmer B. Staats, Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget, in forward- 
ing the present bill to Congress on March 10, 1960, again urged that prompt 
action be taken to initiate construction of the four proposed rail transit lines. 
As an example of the first of these that could be constructed, he cited specifically 
“a subway line * * * from the District line in the northwest across the down- 
town area * * * to connect at the Union Station with the existing private 
railroads” (106 Cong. Rec. 4979, Mar. 14, 1960). 

The above are representative of the near-unanimous conviction of government 
leaders, expert planners, and the neighborhoods affected of the necessity for 
moving ahead promptly on the proposed rail-transit subway program, including 
especially the line between Union Station and the Northwest. To assure that 
this line is begun immediately, the present bill should contain the specific direc- 
tion of Congress that the Agency promptly undertake the task. 

In addition, however, the bill should also contain the mandate of Congress 
prohibiting the construction of any new freeways, parkways, or other arterial 
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highways in the Northwest west of Rock Creek that are not already in construc- 
tion until after the subway line is constructed and tested. This action is essential 
for the following reasons: 

(1) to prevent irretrievable harm to the area and its parks, schools, charitable 
institutions, playgrounds, residences, and embassies. 

(2) To prevent economic waste caused by the construction of highway facili- 
ties that probably will not be needed after the establishment of rapid rail transit, 
by the elimination of many millions of dollars from the District’s tax base, and 
by the debasement of land values in the area. 

(3) To prevent any misapplication of the intent of Congress or defiance of 
the D.C. Board of Commissioners by agencies that might be intent 
on constructing such highway facilities regardless of cost, need, or its ad- 
verse effects on the National Capital region. 

(4) To prevent diversion of traffic support necessary to support the proposed 
rail transit service. 

(5) And to prevent the creation of new areas of urban blight in the Nation's 
Capital that would frustrate present programs to eliminate slums in this region. 

Although, as previously noted, the transportation plan’s recommendations were 
broadly supported at the hearings before this committee last fall, the plan’s 
various freeway, parkway, and highway proposals evoked widespread criticism. 
In particular, no other aspect of the plan’s recommendations prompted such pro- 
test as its proposed northwest freeway. 

The following are representatives of many of the criticisms leveled against 
the plan’s highway orientation. Elmer B. Staats, speaking for the administra- 
tion, urged “every effort by Federal and local agencies to emphasize or encourage 
the use of rail transit, express buses and outlying terminal parking, rather than 
emphasizing additional highways which tend to encourage automobile com- 
muting” (hearings, p. 14). David E. Finley, chairman, Commission of Fine 
Arts, testified : “Sufficient emphasis has not been given to finding a special solu- 
tion to traffic problems which would preserve the unique character of Washing- 
ton as the Nation’s Capital. * * * The city is being changed to fit the standard 
patterns of highway engineers rather than to conform to the Washington plan 
so long established” (hearings, p. 121). 

Louis Justement, speaking for the American Institute of Architects, noted, 
“We are just beginning to realize how horrible the freeway can make the central 
city, for the freeway, unlike rail transit, needs a tremendously wide right-of- 
way, and cannot go underground. The cost of going through a slum area can 
be accepted, since we want to get rid of the slums anyway. But the cost of 
going through fine residential areas consists of far more than the acquisition of 
the rights-of-way. The destruction of adjacent values is so great that no ac- 
ceptable solution can be found” (hearings, pp. 271-272). Charles Horsky, ex- 
pressing the views of the Washington Housing Association, testified, “We also 
recommend further study of the proposed radial freeways which would parallel, 
or at least compete directly with, proposed rail transit lines. We think further 
thought should be given to increasing the role of rail rapid transit in the ultimate 
plans” (hearings, p. 704). These expressions were just typical of the many ex- 
pressions against the plan’s highway emphasis generally. See also hearings, 
pp. 27, 20-30 (Johnson, ACTION) ; 59-60 (Cover, Bureau of Business and Eco- 
nomics Research) ; 67-68 (Hauser, University of Chicago Population Research 
Center) ; 71 (Keyes, Washington Building Congress) ; 87-88 (Mayer, city plan- 
ner) ; 105 (Ulin, Surveys & Research Corp.) ; 124 (Congressman Frank Thomp- 
son, Jr.) ; 128 (Chapman, Washington Metropolitan Chapter, AIA) ; 180 (Searles, 
Redevelopment Land Agency) ; 135 (Augur, Intermaggio, and Wingo, American 
Society of Public Administration) ; 366, 371 (Roberts, civil engineer) ; 479 (Vick- 
rey, economics professor, Columbia University) ; 571-73 (Owen, city planner) ; 
721-25 (Gruen, architect) ; 782 (Shepherd, Committee of 100 on the Federal 
City) ; 988 (Talle, Housing and Home Finance Agency). 

The case against proceeding with the northwest freeway, proposed by the 
transportation plan, is particularly compelling. S. D. Forsythe, general super- 
intendent of engineering of the Chicago Transit Authority, expressed his judg- 
ment to the committee that early completion of the rapid rail transit facilities 
between the downtown area and Bethesda via the Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
would “have a decided effect upon the highway usage from these areas, particu- 
larly in the central sector, which effect could very conceivably reduce appre- 
ciably the extremely expensive plans for freeways extensions and additions” 
(hearings, p. 155). This view was echoed by other leading witnesses. Engi- 
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neer Commissioner Welling, speaking for the District Board of Commissioners, 
remarked, “If rapid transit rail lines such as projected in the plan are to be 
built or seriously considered for construction, then in the interest of maximum 
utilization of the rail system and in the interest of overall economy, automobile 
expressways encompassing the rapid transit rail lines should be deferred” (hear- 
ings, p. 841). The Commissioners’ specific objections to the proposed north- 
west freeway are well documented (hearings, pp. 828-830). 

The evidence submitted to the joint committee last November was overwhelm- 
ingly in opposition to the construction of any such route. The freeway, as 
proposed, would link Bethesda with downtown, drawing users from the same 
area as the rapid transit line. It would cut a wide swath past schools and hos- 
pitals (including Woodrow Wilson High School, Sidwell Friends School, Phoebe 
Hearst HBlementary School, Dunbarton College, and the Washington Home for 
Incurables), across Fort Reno, Melvin Hazen, and Rock Creek Parks, and 
through hundreds of desirable and attractive homes. A proposed four-lane 
spur, originating at a large interchange at Van Ness Street west of Wisconsin 
Avenue would devour large parts of Glover-Archbold Park. It is small wonder 
that such “planning” evoked such unanimous protest from the general public 
and public officials. 

Carl F. Hansen, Washington’s Superintendent of Schools, and the District’s 
Board of Education formally protested such a freeway that would “bisect this 
Phoebe Hearst community, one that has many highly desirable features for 
children, such as play and recreation space, community spirit, safety, and well- 
kept homes within easy walking distance of a good school” (hearings, pp. 
815-886). See also hearings, pages 732-735 (Siefert, Mount Pleasant Citizens’ 
Association) ; 817-818 (Earley, resident) ; 820 (Jolin Eaton Elementary School 
PTA) ; 820-822 (Mount Pleasant Neighbors’ Association Opposing Construction 
of Cross-Park Freeway) ; 822 (Wiltshire, resident) ; 822-823 (Bush, resident) : 
823 (Jansky, resident) ; 823-824 (McGregor, resident) ; 824 (Bonesteel, Tilden 
Gardens cooperative apartments) ; 827-828 (Ball, resident) ; 828, 1028 (Lane, 
resident) ; 863-865 (Barr, Sidwell Friends School) ; 865—T69 (McDonnell, Wash- 
ington Home for Incurables) ; 871-874 (Barringer, Hearst Elementary School 
PTA); 876-878 (Heine, North Cleveland Park Citizens Association) ; 1020 
(Moyer, Home for Incurables visiting committee) ; 1020 (Brooke, Home for 
Incurables visiting committee) ; 1021 (McGinnis, Home for Incurables) ; 1021 
(Clift et al., residents) ; 1021-1022 (Saunders, resident) ; 1023-1024 (Van Wa- 
genen, resident) ; 1024-1025 (Fernald, Citizens Forum of Columbia Heights) ; 
1028 (Taylor, resident) ; 1030 (McGregor, resident) ; 1034 (Winnemore, resi- 
dent) ; 1035 (Wilkes, resident) ; 1086 (Skinner, resident) ; 1036 (Taylor, resi- 
dent). 

The northwest freeway through the Wisconsin Avenue corridor was not rec- 
ommended by the engineering consultants retained by the National Capital 
Planning Commission. It is opposed as a Route 70-S (U.S. 240) link by the 
highway departments of both Maryland and the District of Columbia. It is 
opposed by the Board of D.C. Commissioners. The Bethesda-Chevy Chase sec- 
tion has also been rejected by the Montgormery County Council, the county’s 
planning board and the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission. 

The proposal for this interstate truck route through the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor was never approved by the D.C. Commissioners. To the contrary, the 
Board of Commissioners rejected it in no uncertain terms. As Commissioner 
Karrick reported to the chairman of this committee last June: 

“The Director of Highways and Traffic and the Engineer Commissioner do 
not consider the proposed route to be feasible from the overall point of view of 
community acceptability, general alinement, sound Government policy, engineer- 
ing, economics, invasion of park property, and the proposed point of connection 
with the inner loop. Again, I am in agreement with their views” (hearings, 
p. 829). 

Under the terms of secttion 6(a) of the National Capital Planning Act of 
1952, this rejection by the Board of D.C. Commissioners should have meant the 
end of the northwest freeway proposal. Under that secttion, no thoroughfare 
plan in the District is approved until submitted to, and approved by, the Board 
of Commissioners. 

A subsequent engineering cost study of this northwest freeway, prepared by 
Michael Baker, Jr., College Park, Md., for the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission in September 1959, confirmed in every way the wisdom of the D.C. 
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Commissioners’ action. The report showed that the cost of the portion of the 
route between Tenley Circle and the innerloop would be almost $70 million 
instead of the “less than” $36 million originally estimated by the Planning 
Commission. It showed that by reason of the steep grades crossing Rock Creek 
Park and the hilly northwest part of the District, additional truck climbing 
lanes would be required. It also showed that in order to minimize grade prob- 
lems alternating deep trenches or tunnels and elevated structures (some as high 
as 75 feet) would be required. It also showed that the entire route within the 
District would require payment of about $25 million to obtain the right-of-way 
resulting in the removal of about $8 million of assessed property from the 
District’s tax base. 

Meanwhile, District Highway Director Harold Aitken prepared an alternate 
route to provide a freeway connection between Pooks Hill and the inner loop 
for Route 70-S under the Interstate Highway System. This alternate was to 
be routed to the east of Rock Creek Park along the B. & O. Railroad right-of- 
way in Maryland and then down the north-central corridor to the inner loop. 
It is also the route preferred by John B, Funk, chairman of the Maryland Roads 
Commission. Studies by the D.C, Department of Highways claimed that this 
north-central route for 70-S was vastly superior to the Wisconsin Avenue cor- 
ridor. It avoided problems of truck-climbing lanes, involved no taking of park 
lands, permitted the construction of eight lanes for the price of four through 
the Northwest. Although slightly longer in total distance from Pooks Hill to 
the inner loop, it involved fewer miles of new construction and met a greater 
public need. Claimed the D.C. Department of Highways: “A freeway route 
in the north-central corridor toward Silver Spring has been shown by all traffic 
and planning studies to be the greatest single traffic need in the area.” 

Although it would appear logical that such a route for 70-S, favored by the 
highway departments of both the District and Maryland, would be acceptable to 
the Bureau of Public Roads for the purposes of 90-percent Federal aid under 
the Interstate Highway program, the local newspapers reported on March 18, 
1960, that Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator, rejected this 
route and insisted that a routing be found in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor if 
the District intended to obtain 90-percent Federal aid. 

In the opinion of the Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning, this 
type of “city planning” should not be allowed to continue. If the Northwest 
Freeway were to be built under the guise of Route 70-S, it would seriously un- 
dermine the economic feasibility of the Northwest subway line so urgently 
needed. It would be absolutely contrary to sound land-use principles, destroy- 
ing or damaging with one “clean gash” valuable and irreplaceable park lands, 
school facilities, charitable institutions, and private homes. 

Already, Senator Francis Case has expressed grave concern about this North- 
west Freeway routing for 70-S which, he fears, “would blight the property on 
both sides to a serious degree.” It is essential that continued uncertainty about 
this freeway be put to rest and that its ghost be buried, once and for all. In 
view of some agencies’ steadfast unwillingness to adhere to the D.C, Commis- 
sioners’ authority in this regard, Congress should intervene to back up the Com- 
missioners’ judgment and help save both the chances of rapid transit in this 
area and the existing character of the Northwest as an area of homes, churches, 
parks, schools and institutions of public benefit. 

As it is, even the uncertainty created by reviving the proposal for a Northwest 
Freeway is having a destructive effect on the area. One resident, forced to sell 
his home because of a transfer in jobs to another city, has been unable to find 
an agent willing to handle it because his house is directly in the path of the 
freeway. Other residents of the large areas affected are uneasy. Plans for con- 
tinued home improvements or landscaping have been deferred. The privately 
financed urban renewal which has kept the neighborhoods in this area among 
the best in the District or in any city anywhere may soon be replaced by urban 
decay unless there is the assurance from Congress that there will be no such 
freeway and resulting residential blight. 

Even if there were disagreement as to the lack of need for the proposed North- 
west Freeway, sound public policy would dictate that the proposal be at least 
deferred until after construction of the Northwest subway line and sufficient ex- 
perience to indicate whether additional facilities are still needed. The cost of 
the Northwest Freeway is estimated to be about $111 million. The cost of the 
parallel subway line alone would be roughly the same. It is pointless to pledge 
twice as much public funds for improvement of transportation in the same cor- 
ridor by competing modes of transportation when one investment may meet the 
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problem. It appears particularly. wasteful when it is considered that the free- 


way, if also built, may not only be unnecessary but also may prevent the subway 
from being an economic operation. 


LEGAL MEMORANDUM ON THE PROPOSED NorTHWEST INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 
I, FACTUAL BACKGROUND 


In March 1960, the Federal Highway Administrator, Bertram D. Tallamy, 
held a meeting in his office with District of Columbia and Maryland highway 
officials, evidently at the request of these officials. Also present was the staff 
director of the National Capital Planning Commission. The purpose of this 
meeting was to discuss the route whereby two portions of the Interstate High- 
way System would be connected—that portion which ends at Pooks Hill, Md., 
and that portion to be built as the inner loop in Washington, D.C. At this 
meeting, the District of Columbia proposed an eight-lane route running 
roughly from Pooks Hill to Silver Spring and thence through Northeast Wash- 
ington to the inner loop. The Maryland officials took no position on the matter 
of routing. The Federal Administrator stated that the route must lie through 
Northwest Washington because that connection would be the shortest between 
the two points involved. According to the District of Columbia Department of 
Highways, the difference between the Northwest route and the one proposed 
by the District would be about 1 mile. 

Subsequently, the National Capital Planning Commission publicly proposed 
the following routing: Six lanes to run near Wisconsin Avenue from Pooks 
Hill to an interchange just south of Tenley Circle; four lanes of parkway 
(automobiles only) to run from that interchange into Glover-Archbold Park ; and 
another four lanes of expressway (trucks and automobiles) to run from the 
interchange along Tilden Street and thence into Rock Creek Park. The Plan- 
ning Commission proposal was based on a route which had been secretly mapped 
for the Commission in September 1959, after the Board of D.C. Commissioners 
(to which the NCPC is subordinate) had disapproved such a route. A copy of 
the mapped route had been furnished the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, but 
not the D.C. Department of Highways. 

The Director of the D.C. Department of Highways (Mr. Harold Aitken) 
is preparing plans along the lines suggested by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. The Director is actually opposed to these plans, however, on three 
grounds: (1) they provide for only four lanes of expressway, but eight lanes 
of expressway through the Northeast could be built at the same cost; (2) the 
Silver Spring and Washington warehouse areas need an expressway, but the 
Northwest does not; (3) an expressway through the Northwest would harm a 
highly desirable residential area “unique in the United States.” It should also 
be noted that the NCPC’s mapped route requires expensive tunneling which 
would not be required in Northeast Washington. 

The D.C. Director of Highways states that his plans for an expressway through 
the Northwest are solely for the purpose of apportioning funds under the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highways Act. The D.C. Director does not propose to submit such plans 
for purposes of beginning construction. He expects the District of Columbia to 
become entitled to Federal funds which are apportioned on the basis of the costs 
reflected in the plans for the Northwest Expressway; but he further expects 
that these funds will be used on projects other than the Northwest Expressway. 

On the other hand, the Federal Bureau of Public Roads (the Bureau which 
administers the Federal-Aid Highways Act) views cost estimates as the first 
step toward actual construction. The Bureau is firmly for the Northwest routing 
on the ground that vehicles traveling from Pooks Hill to the inner loop (or 
vice versa) should be able to go by the most direct possible route. In 1958, 
the Bureau approved a route which would have gone up the Potomac River from 
the inner loop. The Bureau is now opposed to this route because a parkway 
(automobile only) has since been built along the same route. The Bureau 
acknowledges, however, that sufficient traffic exists to justify both an express- 
way and a parkway along the Potomac route. 

The Bureau of Public Roads is also of the view that an expressway would not 
harm the Northwest. Apparently, therefore, the Bureau has considered as un- 
important the fact that the proposed Northwest route passes through a desirable 
residential area, while, in contrast, the Northeast route, according to the District 
of Columbia Director of Highways, would pass through an area of substantially 
less value. 
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II, STATUTORY BACKGROUND 
A. Federal regulations 


The regulations pursuant to the Federal-Aid Highways Act treat the District 
of Columbia as a State. These same regulations require a State to maintain a 
State highway department which is “adequately organized and equipped to 
exercise all the functions incident to operations under the Federal highway legis- 
lation and authorized, by the laws of the State, to make final decisions for the 
State in all matters relating to, and to enter into, on behalf of the State, all con- 
tracts and agreements providing for State-Federal cooperative road projects.’ 


B. District of Columbia 


The District of Columbia has “established, under the direction and control of 
the Engineer Commissioner, a Department of Highways, headed by a Director.” 

The District of Columbia also has a National Capital Planning Commission. 
Among the Commission’s functions is the planning of “thoroughfares,” such plans 
being expressly subject to the approval of the D.C. Board of Commissioners. 


C. Federal-Aid Highways Act 


The Federal-Aid Highways Act is found in title 28, United States Code. Key 
provisions of this act are summarized below. 

1. Section 103.—Subsection (d) of section 103 states that the Interstate Sys- 
tem shall be so located “as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the 
principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers. * * *” Subsection 
(d) also states that the routes of this System “shall be selected by joint action 
of the State highway departments of each State and the adjoining States, subject 
to approval by the Secretary [of Commerce] as provided in subsection (e) of 
this section.” Subsection (e) gives the Secretary of Commerce authority “to 
approve in whole or in part * * * the Interstate System, as and when * * * [it] 
or portions thereof are designated, or to require modifications or revisions 
thereof.” 

(Norr.—The Bureau of Public Roads (under the Federal Highway Adminis- 
trator) is in the Department of Commerce.) 

2. Section 104.—Subsection (a)(5) of this section requires each State to 
submit cost estimates to the Secretary of Commerce in time for him to transmit 
such estimates to Congress within 10 days subsequent to January 2, 1958, and 
January 2, 1961. On the basis of these cost estimates as approved by Congress, 
the Secretary is to apportion among the States funds for the construction of the 
Interstate System. The apportionments for fiscal years ending from 1958 through 
1962 inclusive are to be made on the basis of the 1958 cost estimates. With re- 
spect to subsequent fiscal years, this section provides: “The Secretary shall make 
a revised estimate of the cost of completing the then designated Interstate Sys- 
tem, after taking into account all previous apportionments made under this sec- 
tion, in the same manner as stated above, and transmit the same to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives within 10 days subsequent to January 2, 1961.” 
For fiscal years ending in 1962 and thereafter, the Secretary is to apportion 
funds on the basis of the 1961 cost estimates as approved by Congress. 

(Nore.—In 1958, the Secretary of Commerce submitted cost estimates for 
the Pooks Hill-inner loop connection which were based on a route lying along 
the Potomac within the District of Columbia. ) 

8. Sections 105, 106, and 110.—These sections and their accompanying regula- 
tions provide for the submission by the States of (1) “programs,” (2) “surveys, 
plans, specifications, and estimates,” and (3) “project agreements,” in that 
Sequence. For a given portion of Federal-Aid Highway, each State is to sub- 
mit to the Secretary of Commerce first a program, next surveys, plans, specifi- 
eations and estimates, and lastly a project agreement. Not until the project 
agreement is signed by the State and the Secretary may the State obtain Fed- 
eral funds. With respect to “programs,” the act authorizes the Secretary to 
“approve a program in whole or in part.” 

4. Section 118.—Under this section, apportioned funds remain available for 
2 years after the close of the fiscal year for which such sume are apportioned. 
Uncommitted funds—that is, funds which are not subject to a project agree- 
ment—are reapportioned among the remaining States at the end of this period. 

5. Section 120.—This section provides for the percentages of construction 
costs which the Federal Government may pay. The basic percentage is 50 
percent; however, any project on the Interstate System may obtain 90 percent 
Federal financing. 

6. Section 121.—This section evidently requires the States to make matching 
payments at each stage of construction. The section reads: “[Federal] * * * 
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payments shall at no time exceed the Federal share of the costs of construction 
incurred to the date of the voucher covering such payment * * *,” 

7. Section 128.—This section provides for public hearings in the following 
language: ‘“‘Any State highway department which submits plans for a Federal- 
aid highway project involving the bypassing of, or going through, any city, 
town, or village, either incorporated or unincorporated, shall certify to the 
Secretary [of Commerce] that it has had public hearings, or has afforded the 
opportunity for such hearings, and has considered the economic effects of such 
a location.” The key words in this sentence are “plans” and “location.” 
“Plans” would appear to be used in its generic sense, and not in the specialized 
sense of section 106 (“surveys, plans, specifications, and estimates”). ‘The 
section is not clear on what is means by the word “location.” 

The companion sentence in this section also turns on the meaning of “plans” 
and “location”: “Any State highway department which submits plans for an 
Interstate System project shall certify to the Secretary that it has had public 
hearings at a convenient location, or has afforded the opportunity for such 
hearings, for the purpose of enabling persons in rural areas through or con- 
tiguous to whose property the highway will pass to express any objections they 
may have to the proposed location of such highway.” 

Pursuant to the regulations under this section, “the [Federal Highway] 
Administrator shall prescribe procedures for State highway departments to 
follow with respect to public hearings on any Federal-aid highway project 
involving the bypassing of, or going through, any city, town or village, in- 
corporated or unincorporated * * *.” The Administrator’s prescribed proce- 
dures take a narrow view of the function of section 128 hearings: 

“Public hearings required by section 128 should be held before the specific 
location of a proposed project is selected, but not until after the State highway 
department has selected a corridor location from among the alternates studied, 
and has developed preliminary plans in sufficient detail to enable the public 
and the State to consider and discuss the principal features of the proposed 
project at the public hearing.” 


Ill. UNRESOLVED QUESTIONS 


A. Under what authority was the Federal Highway Administrator acting when 
he required the District of Columbia and Maryland to submit plans for an Inter- 
state System route going through Northwest Washington? 

B. Did the Administrator locate the highway without the holding of the 
requisite hearings? Will the plans submitted by the District of Columbia con- 
stitute plans which may not be submitted until hearings are held? Do the 
Administrator’s procedures (as published) take an unduly restrictive view 
of the intended function of section 128 hearings? 

©. Will the District of Columbia be able to use its apportioned Federal funds 
for projects other than the proposed expressway if the costs of such an express- 
way form the basis for (part of) the Interstate System funds apportioned to 
the District of Columbia? 

D. Has the Administrator given proper weight to the fact that a truck route 
through the Northwest would cut through a highly desirable residential area 
in urban Washington? 

E. Was it proper for the National Capital Planning Commission to have a 
route mapped through Northwest Washington after the District of Columbia 
Board of Commissioners, to which the National Capital Planning Commission 
is subordinate, had disapproved such a route? Was it proper for the National 

Japital Planning Commission to submit the mapped route to the Federal Bureau 
of Public Roads, but not to the District of Columbia Department of Highways 
which by statute, is responsible for the location of routes? 


Report ON LOCATION OF INTERSTATE Route 70-S, Junge 1, 1960 
The Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning, Washington, D.C. 
INTRODUCTION 


Two meetings were held between representatives of the Northwest Committee 
for Transportation Planning and Mr. Ellis R. Armstrong, Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Public Roads, for the purpose of ascertaining the facts regarding the 
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location of Interstate System Route 70-S between Pooks Hill, Md., and the pro- 
jected inner loop in the District of Columbia. Mr. Armstrong attended both 
meetings, May 10, 1960, and May 18, 1960. At the second meeting, he was joined 
by Mr. Joseph Barnett, a Deputy Assistant Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

This memorandum summarizes the information obtained at these meetings 
and, to the extent that it states or summarizes the Bureau’s position on any 
matter, is based upon notes taken at these meetings by representatives of the 
Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning. Conclusions of fact, law 
or opinion, unless specifically attributed to the Bureau of Public Roads, Mr. 
Armstrong or Mr. Barnett, are the conclusions of the Northwest Committee for 
Transportation Planning. 


I. CONCLUSIONS 


The discussion in parts II and III of this memorandum supports the following 
conclusions. 

1, The Federal Bureau of Public Roads has favored the location of Route 70-S 
in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor on the basis of representations made to the 
Bureau by representatives of the National Capital Planning Commission. 

2. Representatives of the National Capital Planning Commission have made 
these representations directly to the Bureau of Public Roads in an effort to 
evade the finding by Maryland and the District of Columbia that locating Route 
70-S in the North Central corridor would provide a route “as direct as 
practicable.” 

3. Because the Bureau of Public Roads has been made more aware of the 
Planning Commission representatives’ views than of the views of the local gov- 
ernments, the Bureau has not considered those factors which have led the local 
governments to disupprove the Wisconsin Avenue corridor and to prefer the 
North Central corridor, 

4. In particular, the Bureau of Public Roads appears to have given no mean- 
ingful consideration to the following factors: 

A. The need to find a route “as direct as practicable’ does not mean one as 
direct as possible. Moreover, although the North Central route would be 1.47 
miles longer than the Wisconsin Avenue route, it would be 0.63 mile shorter than 
the Potomac River route, which was approved by the Bureau for the purpose 
of the 1958 cost estimates. 

B. The terrain difficulties of a Wisconsin Avenue route would require special, 
extra “truck climbing lanes” for 3.5 of the 5.5 miles to be constructed in the 
District of Columbia, whereas the North Central route presents no difficulties 
with respect to gradient. 

©. The National Capital Planning Commission’s plan includes 3,700 feet of 
tunnels on the Wisconsin Avenue route, despite the fact that the Bureau of 
Public Roads “could never justify that cost.” No tunnels would be required 
on the North Central route. 

D. The National Capital Planning Commission’s plan restricts the Wisconsin 
Avenue Freeway to four lanes for most of its distance within the District of 
Columbia, despite the fact that the Bureau of Public Roads considers a free- 
way of only four lanes “ridiculous” in a city the size of Washington. Hight 
lanes could be built in the North Central corridor at approximately the same 
cost. 

BH. An overwhelmingly greater need exists for a North Central route to ac- 
commodate commuter traffic. 

F. A North Central route more conventiently serves the need to carry inter- 
state trucking to the commercial and warehouse areas that center around the 
railroad yards north and east of Union Station. 

G. A Wisconsin Avenue route threatens to create blight in slum-free resi- 
dential neighborhoods, and to adversely affect public, private, and parochial 
schools to a greater degree than the proposed North Central route which would 
follow a railroad right-of-way in Maryland and traverse areas already re- 
quiring urban renewal or active slum prevention for one-half its distance in the 
District. 

H. It would be necessary to carry a Wisconsin Avenue route across Rock 
Creek Park in apparent violation of the 1890 Act of Congress creating that park, 
whereas the north central corridor would avoid Rock Creek Park as created 
by that act. Moreover, the National Capital Planning Commission’s plan lo- 
eates the Wisconsin Avenue route across Fort Reno Park and Melvin C. Hazen 
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Park apparently without providing any compensation for the loss of this park 
land. 

I. The Wisconsin Avenue route would involve a greater cost in that under 
present estimates it would be 50 percent more expensive per lane-mile than 
would the North Central Freeway. 

J. The District of Columbia would lose property and income taxes through the 
dislocation of businesses and homes which would forced to move out of the 
District of Columbia. 

K. A freeway in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor would constitute deleterious 
competition with the proposed rapid-rail-transit subway system in the same 
corridor now being considered by Congress. 

L. Studies and decisions of the District of Columbia and Maryland govern- 
ments and highway authorities establish that the North Central route is “as 
direct as practicable.” 

II. BACKGROUND 


1. Federal Act—The Federal-Aid Highways Act of 1956, 23 U.S.C. § 101 et 
seq., contemplates the construction of an Interstate System of highways of 
41,000 miles throughout the United States by the year 1970. Section 103(d) of 
this act provides that the Interstate System shall be so located “as to connect 
by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and 
industrial centers”; and that routes “shall be selected by joint action of the 
State highway departments of each State and the adjoining States, subject to 
approval by the Secretary [of Commerce] * * *.” The Secretary of Commerce 
has delegated this approval authority to the Federal Highway Administrator, a 
position presently occupied by Mr. Bertram D. Tallamy. 

2. Local authorities—Selection of the route for Interstate 70-S between 
Frederick, Md., and the District of Columbia (presently constructed as far as 
Pooks Hill in Maryland), is by the joint action of Maryland and the District 
of Columbia. Under Maryland law, such decisions are made exclusively by the 
director of highways (presently Mr. John B. Funk). (Annot. Code of Mary- 
land, art. 89B, § 7A.) Initial responsibility for developing “a general plan for 
the physical development” of the area in Maryland through which the Route 
70-S link must pass lies with the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission. (Montgomery County Code, ch. 129, §§ 1-4, 7.) 

Under the laws enacted by Congress, ultimate responsibility for the location 
of routes within the District of Columbia rests with the D.C. Board of Com- 
missioners. The Commissioners have “established, under the direction and con- 
trol of the Engineer Commissioner [presently Brig. Gen, A. C. Welling], a De- 
partment of Highways and Traffic, headed by a Director [presently Mr. Harold 
L. Aitken].” This Department is responsible for planning District of Columbia 
highways. (See D.C. Code, title 7; title I App., Org. Ord. 122.) The planning 
of “thoroughfares” within the District of Columbia is also one of the responsi- 
bilities of the National Capital Planning Commission [of which Mr. Harland 
Bartholomew is presently chairman]; but such plans are expressly subject to 
the approval of an adoption by the D.C. Board of Commissioners. (D.C. Code, 
title 1, § 1006.) 

3. Cost estimates—-For the purpose of determining apportionments of the 
Federal-Aid Highways Trust Fund among the various States, section 104(a) (5) 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act provides that each State shall submit cost esti- 
mates to the Secretary of Commerce at periodic intervals. On the basis of these 
cost estimates as approved by Congress, the Secretary is to apportion Federal 
funds among the States for the construction of the Interstate System. 

The last such cost estimates, governing fiscal years 1958 through 1961, were 
approved by Congress in 1958. These estimates located Route 70—-S between 
Frederick and the Inner Loop via Cabin John and the Potomac River. This 
earlier location was considered acceptable by the Bureau of Public Roads, but 
is no longer being pursued by either Maryland or the District. Because of 
objections by the Park Service, the original “freeway” plans (including truck 
traffic) have been discarded and the highway now being constructed along the 
Potomac River will be designated as a “parkway” (limited to automobiles.) 
Although completion of this route will provide improved automobile travel be- 
tween Washington and Rockville or points west, it is not considered part of 
the Interstate System, in part because of the exclusion of trucks. 

Section 104(a)(5) also provides that the apportionments of Federal funds 
among the States for fiscal year 1962 and thereafter are to be based upon re- 
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vised estimates of the cost of completing the Interstate System; that revised 
cost estimates are to be submitted to Congress by the Secretary of Commerce 
in January 1961; and that these revised estimates, as approved by Congress, 
are to govern apportionments beginning with fiscal 1962. 

4. Present alternates.—Subsequent to the abandonment of the Cabin John 
routing for Interstate 70-S, the State of Maryland constructed its portion of 
Route 70-S so far as Pooks Hill, and both Maryland and the District of Co- 
lumbia have thoroughly studied or are studying the feasibility of two alternative 
“corridors” for connecting Pooks Hill with the Inner Loop. One is the so-called 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor or Northwest Freeway, which would traverse 
Bethesda, Chevy Chase and Northwest Washington west of Rock Creek Park, 
crossing the park at some point. The other is the so-called North Central 
Corridor, which would proceed east from Pooks Hill to the Wheaton/Silver 
Spring area and thence southward east of Rock Creek Park to the Inner Loop. 

5. Local authorities reject Northwest route.—The first of these two alterna- 
tives to be studied was the Northwest Freeway. After a full examination of 
its effects, it was rejected by both Maryland and the District in 1959: 

(a) In February 1959 the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission held public hearings on a proposed plan to extend Route 70-S 
from Pooks Hill to a point on the District line near Wisconsin Avenue. The 
highway plans issued by the M-NCPPC after this hearing rejected the con- 
struction of any freeway between Pooks Hill and the District line via the 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor. 

(b) The District of Columbia Board of Commissioners also thoroughly ex- 
amined such a routing. At its meeting of April 28, 1959, it adopted a resolu- 
tion deciding against a Northwest Freeway. Excerpts are quoted below: 

“Currently, there are requests from certain quarters that the Commissioners 
immediately accept, for interstate fund purposes, a major expressway through 
the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor. The requests stem from a real estate situa- 
tion along the corridor in Maryland, where a building permit has been applied 
for lying across a location proposed by the staff of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission for an interstate route through Bethesda. 
The Park and Planning Commission itself has rejected the staff proposal. 

“The final printed report of De Leuw, Cather & Co., the engineer consultants 
for the Mass Transportation Survey, has recently been received and is being 
reviewed by the Department of Highways and Traffic. * * * The consultants’ 
report does not show a requirement for a freeway connection in the Wisconsin 
Avenue Corridor from the intermediate loop to downtown Washington. * * * 
Thus, the plan of the engineer consultants for the Mass Transportation Survey 
offers no basis for the District to propose an interstate facility in its portion 
of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor. 

“The Department of Highways and Traffic recommends ‘that the District 
not propose, at this time, an interstate facility in the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor.’ 

“The Board of Commissioners approves the Department’s recommendations.” 

(c) Despite the rejection of the Northwest Freeway by both jurisdictions, 
the chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission succeeded in per- 
suading a majority of that Commission to add this Northwest Freeway to the 
consulting engineers’ previously recommended routes on May 7, 1959. The 
Commission’s consulting engineers had not recommended such a freeway. The 
route was nonetheless included in the Transportation Plan published in July 
1959. 

(d@) The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the 
District of Columbia Commissioners remained opposed to any such freeway and 
never approved or adopted it. The position of the Board of Commissioners, as 
stated by Commissioner David B. Karrick in a letter to Senator Alan Bible, 
June 19, 1959, was as follows: 

“The Director of Highways and Traffic and the Engineer Commissioner do not 
consider the proposed route to be feasible from the overall point of view of com- 
munity acceptability, general alinement, sound Government policy, engineering, 
economics, invasion of park property, and the proposed point of connection with 
the Inner Loop. Again, I am in agreement with their views.” 

6. District of Columbia position—Following the rejection of a Wisconsin 
Avenue Corridor freeway by both the Maryland and District authorities, the 
Engineer Commissioner instructed Mr. Harold L. Aitken, District Highway Di- 
rector, to examine the practicability of a North Central Corridor routing for 
Route 70-S. Mr. Aitken’s studies led to the conclusion that a North Central 
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Freeway location for 70-S was far superior to a Wisconsin Avenue Corridor route 
for the following reasons: 

(a) Both the engineering consultant and the Planning Commission were 
in agreement on the requirement of a North Central Freeway, whereas the 
engineering consultant “did not propose any Wisconsin Avenue route in his 
recommended freeway system, from Tenley Circle to the Inner Loop.” 

(b) “A freeway route in the North Central Corridor toward Silver Spring 
has been shown by all traffic and planning studies to be the greatest single 
traffic need in the area.” 

(c) The North Central Freeway, although slightly longer in total distance 
from Pooks Hill to the Inner Loop, would require less new construction— 
7.92 miles versus 9.57 miles for the Wisconsin Avenue route. 

(d) Eight lanes could be constructed for the North Central Freeway 
whereas the Wisconsin Avenue route was proposed to be predominantly 
four lanes. 

(e) Comparative cost estimates “indicate that an eight-lane freeway 
can be provided-in the District of Columbia on the North Central alinement 
for approximately the same cost as a predominantly four-lane route in the 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor.” 

(f) “The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor route requires over 2 miles of 
truck-climbing lanes whereas the North Central Freeway requires none.” 

(District of Columbia Department of Highways, Comparison of North 
Sentral Freeway and Wisconsin Avenue Corridor route, March 1960.) 

7. Maryland position.—It is understood that Mr. John B. Funk, Maryland 
Director of Highways, had also determined that the North Central Corridor 
would be acceptable to Maryland for the location of Route 70-S. 


Ill. INTERVENTION BY BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


1. Planning Commission influence—From tne two conversations with repre- 
sentatives of the Bureau of Public Roads, it was learned that, subsequent to the 
determination by the District authorities that only a North Central Corridor 
would be “as direct as practicable” for the location of Route 70-S (and after the 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission had also rejected 
the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor), a representative of the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission went directly to the Bureau of Public Roads to solicit a study 
yielding a different result. Mr. Barnett confided that the Bureau of Public 
Roads was requested by this representative to make a study that would show 
that the Wisconsin Avenue routing was feasible. The Bureau declined to make 
such a study, but suggested that the Planning Commission retain an engineering 
firm to make the study. 

2. Baker report.—Without announcement to the press or public and without 
the knowledge of the District Highway Director, Mr. William BE. Finley, staff 
director of the Planning Commission, contracted with Michael Baker, Jr., con- 
sulting engineers, College Park, Md., on September 3, 1959, to prepare engineering 
estimates for a Northwest Freeway as located by the Planning Commission. The 
resulting report was submitted to Mr. Finley on September 25, 1959. Mr. 
Barnett confirmed that this report was forwarded to the Bureau of Public 
Roads “several months ago,” but, except for the aerial photos showing the 
routing of the freeway and a brief accompanying article reporting an interview 
with Mr. Finley on the subject that appeared in the Washington Star on April 
1, 1960, the Baker report has been made public. Furthermore, the Baker report 
was not submitted to the District of Columbia Highway Department until after 
the March 17 meeting with Mr. Tallamy.’ 

The Baker route, described by Mr. Barnett as the “Bartholomew line,” follows 
generally a course from Pooks Hill down Wisconsin Avenue to Tenley Circle, pro- 
ceeds south to an interchange at Van Ness Street, then turns east across Wis- 
consin Avenve, along Tilden Street and across Connecticut Avenue, crosses 
Rock Creek Park near Pierce Mill to Mount Pleasant, and then proceeds south and 
east to the Inner Loop. The route comprises six lanes from Pooks Hill to the 
Van Ness interchange and four lanes from the point to the Inner Loop. The 
Baker route contemplates tunnels at two points. 

3. Bureau of Roads’ position—On March 17, 1960, a meeting was held by 
Messers. Bertram D. Tallamy, William BE. Finley, Harold Aitken, and John B. 


1The District of Columbia Highways Department had earlier evaluated the practica- 
bility of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor on the basis of several other engineering studies. 
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Funk, at which Mr. Aitken outlines the reasons why the District preferred the 
north central corridor. Mr. Tallamy is reported by the local newspapers to 
have advised the highway planners that such an Interstate System route would 
not be acceptable under the Federal-Aid Highway Act, and that Route 70-S 
would have to be located in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, as urged by the 
Planning Commission, if the route was to be eligible for 90-percent Federal 
financing. 

The reasons for Mr. Tallamy’s action were explored in the two meetings with 
Messrs. Armstrong and Barnett. From these discussions, four generalized con- 
clusions can be drawn: 

(1) The Federal Bureau of Public Roads is unfamiliar with the con- 
siderations that led the District of Columbia to conclude that a Northwest 
Freeway is not practicable. 

(2) The Federal Bureau of Public Roads relies primarily upon the views 
advanced by the National Capital Planning Commission,’ notwithstanding 
the rejection of these views by the District of Columbia Board of Commis- 
sioners and the District Highway Department. 

(3) The National Capital Planning Commission,’ after the rejection of its 
recommendations by the District Commissioners, has sought in two ways 
to circumvent the decision of the Board of Commissioners—by publicizing 
features of the Baker report which are in fact unacceptable to the Bureau of 
Public Roads; and by making representations to the Bureau of Public Roads 
seeking to contradict the conclusions of the District Commissioners and 
Highway Department. 

(4) The Federal Bureau of Public Roads has not foreclosed consideration 
of another corridor, such as the North Central route, for the location of 
Route 70-S. 

The basis for the foregoing conclusions is set forth below. 

(a) Distance.—The only affirmative reason advanced by Messrs. Armstrong 
and Barnett for the March 17 position of the Bureau of Public Roads is one of 
relative distance between Pooks Hill and the Inner Loop, At the first meeting 
on May 10, Mr. Armstrong stated that only a route in the Wisconsin Avenue 
Corridor would qualify under the Federal-Aid Highways Act because this loca- 
tion would provide “the most direct possible route,” or the “shortest possible 
route.” It was pointed out to Mr. Armstrong that the act says that routes shall 
be “as direct as practicable,” not as direct as possible. Mr. Armstrong replied 
that he saw no difference in the two terms. 

When asked what is the difference between the Bartholomew line and the 
north central route preferred by the District. Mr. Barnett stated that the north 
central routing proposed by Mr. Aitken is “about 2% miles longer.” This judg- 
ment appears to be erroneous. According to the studies of the District Highway 
Department, the north central route would require less new construction than, 
and would be only 1% miles longer than, the so-called Bartholomew line.— 


{In miles] 
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Messrs. Armstrong and Barnett repeatedly stated the view that the north 
central routing appeared too indirect to be desirable as a part of the Inter- 
state System. It is impossible to reconcile this position.with the position of the 
Bureau of Public Roads on the location of Route 70-S in its 1958 cost estimates 
submitted to Congress. As noted earlier in this memorandum, these prior 


2The National Capital Planning Commission itself has been divided on the issue of the 
practicability of a Northwest Freeway. Here or elsewhere, therefore, it may be misleading 
to attribute views or actions to the Planning Commission as a body. Most of the Planning 


Commission’s activities on this issue appear to have been initiated by its staff director or 
its chairman. 
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estimates located Route 70-S along the Potomac River. According to Mr. 
Armstrong this prior route was 2 or 2.1 miles longer than the Bartholomew 
line. The north central route is only 1.5 miles longer. Inasmuch as. the 
Potomac River routing was found acceptable by the Bureau in 1958, it is diffi- 
cult to see why the north central routing, which is at least one-half mile shorter, 
could now be considered too indirect. 

(0) Gradient.—Both. Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett stated that gradient 
was one consideration taken into account in determining acceptable locations. 
Mr. Barnett stated that, in the Washington area, the Bureau tries to keep 
gradients below 3 percent, and that, in his judgment, this limit could be easily 
maintained. 

Although Mr. Barnett otherwise demonstrated a knowledge of the Baker 
engineering study, he appeared to have overlooked the fact that the Barthol- 
omew line engineered by Michael Baker, Jr., would require gradients above the 
acceptable maximum for 2.5 of the 5.5 miles to be constructed in the District of 
Columbia. The profile charts in the Michael Baker study show gradients of 
between 3 and 4 percent for 3,000 feet between the inner loop and Fairmont 
Street, for 6,000 feet between Rock Creek Park and Reno Road, and for 4,000 
feet between Fort Reno Park and Western Avenue on the District line. As 
would be true of any freeway crossing Rock Creek, one of the lowest spots in 
the District of Columbia, and then crossing the Fort Reno Park area, the high- 
est spot in the District, the Bartholomew line raises substantial engineering 
problems as to gradient. 

It should be noted that the Baker study itself sought to minimize the gradient 
problem by resort to deep excavations and high-eleyated structures. Thus, at 
Fairmont Street, the Northwest Freeway was engineered to be 30 feet below the 
surface (open ditch); across Kenyon Street, elevated 20 feet above the sur- 
face (bridge) ; at Klingle Road, 20 feet below the surface (open ditch) ; across 
Piney Branch, 35 feet above the surface (bridge) ; across Rock Creek, 75 feet 
above the surface (bridge) ; under Connecticut Avenue between Melvin C. Hazen 
Park and the Bureau of Standards, 30 feet below the surface (tunnel) ; 
under property of the Washington Home for Incurables and Sidwell Friends 
School, 75 feet below the surface (tunnel); under Van Ness Street, 40 feet 
below (open ditch) ; over 41st Street, Fessenden Street and Wisconsin Avenue, 
20 feet above (bridge) ; under Western Avenue, 20 feet below (tunnel). 

Even this departure from the surface terrain—with the roadbed ranging 
between 75 feet below the surface to 75 feet above the surface—did not alle- 
viate the gradient problem. The Baker study added truck climbing lanes, which 
were started when a truck traveling 40 miles per hour would be reduced in 
speed to below 30 miles per hour and terminated where the truck could regain 
a speed of 30 miles per hour. The study determined that such truck-climbing 
lanes would be required outbound from the inner loop for 0.9 mile from V 
Street to Mount Pleasant Street and again for 2.0 miles from Rock Creek to 
Fort Reno Park, a total of 2.9 miles or over half the distance of the freeway 
within the District of Columbia. Inbound, truck-climbing lanes would be 
required for 0.6 mile from near the District line to the Fort Reno Park area. 

This factor was apparently not considered by the Bureau of Public Roads. 
It was, however, one of the factors leading the District of Columbia to conclude 
that the north central corridor was “as direct as practicable.” The District of 
Columbia Department of Highways found that “the Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
route requires over 2 miles of truck-climbing lanes whereas the north central 
freeway requires none.” This problem is avoided by the north central freeway 
because it stays well east of Rock Creek and the escarpments on each side, and 
because it crosses west to Pooks Hill several miles within Maryland where the 
terrain is more level. 

(c) Tunnels.—As originally proposed by. the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission in 1959, the so-called Bartholomew line involved no tunnels, Wither to 
lessen gradient problems or as a gesture to public criticism against the route, 
the National Capital Planning Commission subsequently modified its proposal 
to include two tunnels, with approximate distances as follows: 1,200 feet beneath 
Connecticut Avenue ; 2,500 feet beneath Idaho Avenue, 37th Street and Wisconsin 
Avenue at Tilden Street. . 

Both tunnels are incorporated in the Baker route. The longer of these tunnels 
(that. passing Phoebe; Hearst Elementary School, Washington Home for Incur- 
ables, and.Sidwell Friends School) was proposed as a drilled tunnel through the 
bedrock formations that exist in the Cleveland Park area. The other one would 
be a “cut and cover” tunnel, . 
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In various representations to the public—the last one being in the April 1, 
1960, Washington Star—Mr. William E. Finley, staff director of the Planning 
Commission, has indicated that such tunnels were contemplated. 

According to the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, however, such tunnels 
would not be acceptable under the Federal-aid highways program. Mr. Barnett 
stated on May 18, 1960, “We could never approve a plan such as is shown in the 
Baker report involving tunnels. We could never justify that cost.” 

The north central route, favored by the District of Columbia, involves no 
tunnels and presumably would avoid this problem. 

(d) Lanes.—The “Bartholomew line,” as engineered by Michael Baker, Jr., 
postulated a six-lane freeway from Pooks Hill to the Van Néss interchange south 
of Tenley Circle, and four lanes from that point to the Inner Loop. 1!n other 
words, about four-fifths of the distance within the District of Columbia would be 
four lanes wide, accommodating two lanes of traffic in each direction. 

Mr. Barnett of the Bureau of Public Roads stated that such a four-lane 
freeway would be “ridiculous” in a city the size of Washington. In his opinion, 
six lanes would be a minimum acceptable capacity for Interstate 70-S in Metro- 
politan Washington. If the northwest freeway were to be of such width, it 
would require the taking of even more residential, school, park, and other lands 
than the Baker report estimated, and would further increase the cost of this 
portion of the route. 

One of the reasons the District Highway Department has favored the north 
central route is that it would permit the construction of an eight-lane freeway for 
the price of a four-lane facility along the “Bartholomew line.” When shown a 
summary of the District Highway Department’s comparison, Mr. Barnett stated 
that he had not seen it before. Mr. Barnett was, however, fully familiar with 
the fact that the Baker-engineered route along the “Bartholomew line” involved 
only four lanes. 

(e) Commuter needs.—Wherever the Route 70-S link is built, be it in the 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor or the north central corridor, it will be used more 
predominantly by home-to-work commuting traffic than by intercity traffic. 
Nevertheless, both Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett confirmed the fact that the 
relative need for freeways in the two corridors was not considered by the Bureau 
of Public Roads. It was Mr. Armstrong’s assumption, confirmed by Mr. Barnett, 
that there is a need in both corridors. The basis for this conclusion as to ‘“need’” 
rested, it was stated, upon the National Capital Planning Commission’s transpor- 
tation plan, published in 1959. Several points with respect to the corridor needs 
contained in this publication should be noted : 

(1) The Planning Commission’s engineering consultants, using the same esti- 
mates of future traffic, found no need for a truck-and-auto freeway in the 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

(2) The estimates of future traffic demand that were the basis for the trans- 
portation plan for 1980 were extensively criticized in congressional hearings in 
November 1959 for overstating freeway requirements compared with rapid 
transit. (See especially the testimony of Jeremy C. Ulin, Surveys & Research 
Corp., “Hearings Before Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Prob- 
lems,” 86th Cong., Ist sess., November 1959, pp. 101-120.) In criticizing the 
assumption that only 50 percent of the total trips to downtown in the peak hour 
would be made by express and local transit, Mr. Ulin testified that in his judg- 
ment, “there is a considerable degree of looseness as well as arbitrariness in the 
assumptions made by the mass transit survey for dividing auto and transit 
trips. * * * While comparison with not quite comparable information is not 
altogether cricket, I cannot resist the opportunity to note that 87 percent of 
the persons in downtown Chicago during a weekday afternoon came by 
transit. * * * A percentage of this magnitude might make quite a difference 
in the highway component of the transportation plan. Furthermore, there may 
be public policy reasons for encouraging people to ride transit rather than 
auto, which were not encompassed by the mass transportation survey” (hear- 
ings supra, p. 105). . 

(3) The traffic forecasts for the Wisconsin Avenue corridor appear particu- 
larly suspect. Although motor vehicle traffic in this corridor was substantially 
less than total capacity in 1955, it was forecast that in 1980 there: would be 
11,550 peak-hour, one-way vehicles at screen line I (the District line) where 
practical street capacity is now 6,880, and 10,080 peak-hour, one-way vehicles 
at screen line II (Cleveland Park) where practical street capacity is now 6,240. 
It was assumed that only 20 preent of this vehicle demand would be eliminated 
by the addition of a rapid transit subway line in this corridor—reduecing the 
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totals to 9,250 and 7,810 at the two screen lines. It seems difficult to believe, 
especially if there were no new freeway in this corridor, that the diversion from 
private automobile to subway would not be substantially greater. Even if this 
were not so, however, the difference between the projected demand and existing 
capacity (3,010 and 1,570) appears insufficient to require a 6-lane freeway which 
would have a practical capacity of 4,500 one-way peak-hour vehicles. As here- 
tofore noted, the Planning Commission’s engineer consultants believed it was 
insufficient to require a freeway across screen line II. The District Board of 
Commissioners agreed with this judgment. (Parenthetically, it should be 
noted that streets can and do carry more traffic than their practical capacity ; 
the penalty is threatened congestion and slower average speeds.) 

(4) Aecording to the transportation plan, no such doubts exist with respect to 
the north central corridor. Peak-hour one-way motor vehicle movements in 
1980 are estimated to be twice as large in this corridor as in the Wisconsin 
oe corridor; and the existing street capacity is estimated at 20-30 percent 

as: 
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Although the low estimate of diversion to rapid transit may be questioned 
for the same reasons as in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, these estimates leave 
little doubt that a North Central Freeway will be required. Indeed, if the 
above estimates are correct, 22 lanes would be required at screen line 1 and 
14 lanes at screen line IT. 

(5) Curiously, the Planning Commission’s traffic estimates were not even 
followed by that body. In a strange “balancing” procedure, it deducted 10,930 
peak-hour vehicles at screen line I from the North Central corridor and re- 
assigned them to adjoining corridors, including the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 
Thus, the final estimates of the Planning Commission include as a “demand’” 
for improved facilities in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor traftic that would 
actually detour from the North Central corridor, presumably because of intoler- 
able congestion in that area. 

One of the factors leading the District Highway Department to conclude that 
Interstate 70-S should be located in the North Central corridor was its finding 
that “A freeway route in the North Central corridor toward Silver Spring 
has been shown by all traffic and planning studies to be the greatest single 
traffic need in the area.” 

The Bureau of Public Roads agrees with this judgment of relative need. At 
the May 10, 1960, meeting, Mr. Armstrong stated, ‘‘There is no question that it 
[the North Central Freeway] is needed to take care of the traffic from Wheaton 
and Silver Spring and should be built. However, the Interstate System cannot 
resolve all urban highway problems.” At the second meeting, Mr. Barnett 
volunteered the judgment, “We have known for years that the greatest need 
between the District and Maryland is around 15th Street.” But, as already 
noted, the Bureau of Public Roads appears to take the position that this “greatest 
need” is not a relevant consideration in locating Interstate 70-S. 

If the foregoing properly reflects the position of the Bureau of Public Roads, 
that position is somewhat difficult to reconcile with the congressional intent set 
forth in section 101 of title 23, United States Code. That section declares the 
intent of Congress that, in locating the Interstate System, “local needs, to the 
extent practicable, suitable and feasible, shall be given equal consideration with 
the needs of interstate commerce.” 

F. Trucking needs.—Another need presumably to be met by Interstate 70—-S 
is to provide convenient access to Washington’s commercial and warehouse areas 
for interstate trucks coming from or going to points west on Route 70. As in 
the case of relative commuter needs, however, this consideration appears to 
have been given no weight by the Bureau of Public Roads. 
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Indeed, the Bureau’s spokesmen rather candidly admit that a Wisconsin 
Avenue freeway would be little used by interstate truck traffic. Both Mr. 
Armstrong and Mr. Barnett said that they expected truck traffic on this route 
to be “very light.” Mr. Barnett pointed out that the principal Washington 
destination for intercity and interstate truck traffic was in the commercial area 
around Union Station and to the east thereof. He expected that most truck 
traffic to this area would prefer to follow the circumferential highway (Capital 
Beltway) beyond Pooks Hill to the east, entering the District in the vicinity of 
North Capitol Street. 

If this is so, it would appear that the North Central Freeway preferred by 
District authorities would be more compatible with trucking needs. The route 
as proposed by the District of Columbia Department of Highways proceeds east 
from Pooks Hill to the B. & O. Railroad right-of-way, follows this right-of-way 
to’ the District: line, enters the District at about Fifth ‘Street NW., and then 
proceeds south to the Inner Loop. It thus more closely conforms to existing com- 
mercial and industrial land uses than does the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 
Furthermore, as proviously noted, the North Central routing offers trucks the 
advantage of avoiding truck-climbing lanes, particularly outbound, which would 
slow truck traffic to a crawl in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

G. Effects on residential areas.—Because of the high residential development 
throughout Northwest Washington and adjoining Maryland, no portion of Route 
70-S can be constructed in the Northwest, either in the Wisconsin Avenue or 
North Central corridors, without adversely affecting residential land use, includ- 
ing services related thereto, particularly schools. 

When asked if the adverse effects on residential neighborhoods had been taken 
into account, Mr. Armstrong initially stated that they had been. However, it 
subsequently developed that the Bureau’s position is that such considerations 
can be disregarded because freeways qua freeways are presumed to have no ad- 
verse effect upon neighborhoods. Mr. Armstrong stated, “We think the freeway 
can be built without blight resulting at all. In fact, our experience is that free- 
ways result in improvements to the adjoining land.” Asked for the basis of this 
opinion, he stated that this judgment was based upon extensive studies, of which 
only unspecified studies made in California were cited. 

The “beneficial” effect on adjoining land use resulting from freeways appears to 
be a basic philosophical tenet of the Bureau of Public Roads and one that it seeks 
to promote in studies issued under its auspices. The fact that the neighborhood 
residents of the areas affected invariably feel otherwise is dismissed as stubborn, 
irrational emotionalism. This attitude of the Bureau of Public Roads, which no 
doubt is sincerely felt by its officials, impeded discussion of this point at the two 
meetings with representatives of the Northwest Committee. Mr. Armstrong 
characterized the Northwest Committee as being merely “another irate neigh- 
ae group” intent upon locating the freeway “in someone else’s neighbor- 

ood, 

The fact that the Bureau recognizes such neighborhood opposition as almost a 
universal phenomenon in itself undermines the reasonableness of its “studies” 
and assumptions that freeways simply enhance residential land use. No doubt, 
where freeways are constructed in undeveloped areas, they will enhance adjoin- 
ing land use even for residential purposes. And it may be presumed that free- 
ways through residential areas do not adversely affect land values in the sense 
of the land’s market value. However, aside from the highway engineer profes- 
sion, there appears to be a rather universal acceptance of the view that freeways 
in attractive, slum-free residential areas do adversely affect the neighborhoods 
for residential uses. The tendency appears to be for highway-oriented land uses 
(filling stations, motels, light industry, shopping centers, apartment houses) to 
displace detached single-family residences. 


®The Northwest Committee for Transportation Plannin 
as apparently has been assumed by Mr. Armstrong. ts membership of about 3,500 
Washington residents includes persons from a wide assortmént of areas, on both sides of 
Rock Creek Park, including many that would not be affected by the proposed Northwest 
Freeway. Although the proposal to construct a Northwest Freeway provided the original 
impetus for the organization of the Northwest Committee, its activities have extended to 
study of transportation planning problems throughout the National Capital region. Rep- 
resentatives of the committee have twice appeares as witnesses before the Joint Comynittee 
on Washington Metropolitan Problems and the committee has actively supported pro dosed 


legislation for the improvement of transportation facilities in the metropolitan area. 


is not a “neighborhood group” 
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The crucial importance of highway location in Washington on the city’s slum 
clearance and slum prevention program is underlined by the Rouse-Keith re- 
port,‘ “No Slums in Ten Years” (1955), which concluded at page 38: 

“The most important elements of the public works program from the stand- 
point of the urban renewal program are the highway and street improvement 
program, the school program, and the recreation program. * * * The planning 
and programing of major street and highway development should take into 
account, to the maximum extent consistent with the overall needs of the District, 
the requirements of urban renewal neighborhood planning in order to furnish 
protection for the neighborhoods against excessive interior traffic. In many 
eases, the location of expressway and other major traffic arteries will represent 
the natural boundaries between contiguous renewal neighborhoods.” 

The North Central Freeway favored by the D.C. Department of Highways 
would appear to be more consistent with the urban renewal program of the Dis- 
trict as outlined in the Rouse-Keith report. That report indicates that at least 
50 percent of the D.C. portion of the proposed Route 7T0--S location in the 
north central corridor would be in areas slated for urban renewal or slum pre- 
vention. If located at a desirable boundary for self-contained neighborhoods, 
the freeway in this area could actively assist in urban renewal, particularly in 
relieving the adjoining arterial streets of their overtaxing traffic loads. In 
the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, on the other hand, the residential areas today 
are notably free from blight: In the judgment of the Rouse-Keith report, not a 
single area west of Rock Creek Park is in need of either urban renewal or 
active slum prevention steps. The only slum area that once existed (George- 
town) was cited as “an outstanding national example of the voluntary rehabil- 
itation of a large neighborhood, proceeding entirely through private initiative 
and with no special public assistance of any kind.” 

That a freeway in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor necessarily would have a 
blighting influence on the now slum-free neighborhoods in that area has been 
underlined by the District Superintendent of Schools, Carl F. Hansen, who, 
in a statement issued June 18, 1959, and approved by the District of Columbia 
Board of Education June 24, 1959, commented upon the divisive effect that the 
Bartholomew line would have upon the Phoebe Hearst Elementary School neigh- 
borhood in Cleveland Park: 

“The proposed freeway would bisect this Phoebe Hearst community, one that 
has many highly desirable features for children, such as play and recreation 
space, community spirit, safety, and well-kept homes within easy walking dis- 
tance of a good school. The uncertainty as to a crossing at 37th Street makes 
it possible that Hoast children living north of the school only a short distance 
may have to go either to Reno Road or Wisconsin Avenue to cross this pro- 
posed freeway.” 

This was just one of many public, private, and parochial schools listed by 
Mr. Hansen as being “adversely affected by the construction of this freeway.” 
(Hearings supra, pp. 815-816.) Considerations such as this led the District 
of Columbia Board of Commissioners to conclude that the Northwest Freeway 
was not feasible “from the overall point of view of community acceptability.” 
(Hearings supra, p. 829.) These same considerations are also among the rea- 
sons why the District of Columbia Highway Department prefers the north central 
route and does not favor the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

Present regulations of the Bureau of Public Roads provide that “the advance- 
ment of economic and social values” and “the promotion of desirable land uti- 
lization” are factors to be considered in the selection of highway locations. 
(23 C.F.R. sec. 1.6(¢c), as amended 25 Fed. Reg. 4162, May 11, 1960.) These 
considerations rest peculiarly within the competence of responsible local gov- 
erning bodies to decide. In this posture, it is somewhat difficult to understand 
the Bureau of Public Road’s assumption that a freeway in the Wisconsin 
Avenre corridor would have no blighting effects. 

(h) Effects on park lands.—One peculiar attribute of the Bartholomew line 
proposal of the National Capital Planning Commission is the fact that it adheres 
as closely as possible to publicly owned land. It traverses not only school and 
playground areas but also the following parks: Fort Reno Park, Melvin C. Hazen 
Park, and Rock Creek Park near Pierce Mill. 





*This comprehensive report, prepared for the Board of Commissioners for the District 
of Columbia, has served as the authoritative guide for subsequent actions by the Board in 
pursuing a workable program for urban renewal. 
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Presumably, one reason for the taking of park lands is to reduce construction 
costs. Mr. Barnett stated that he assumed (but did not know) that the Baker 
engineering study of the Bartholomew line did not assign any costs to com- 
pensate for the replacement of park lands taken for Route 70-S. The Bureau 
of Public Roads was unwilling to commit itself as to the proper policy in this 
respect. Mr. Armstrong stated that the issue would need to be referred to the 
Comptroller General for decision. 

Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett sought to avoid the problems raised by the 
routing of the Bartholomew line through such parks as Melvin C. Hazen Park, 
noting that the “District is not committed to the Bartholomew line; neither are 
we.” Referring specifically to Rock Creek Park, however, Mr. Barnett said, 
“The route (70-S) has to cross the park somewhere.” Both Mr. Barnett and 
Mr. Armstrong seemed to assume that intrusion on this park was inevitable. 

In fact, this is not the case. Crossing Rock Creek Park in the District of 
Columbia is inevitable only if the Wisconsin Avenue corridor is selected. The 
north central route, on the other hand, does not require the taking of any park 
lands since it enters the District east of Rock Creek Park. As proposed by the 
District Highway Department, the routing for 70-S in the north central cor- 
ridor completely avoids any new roads in park lands. 

Both Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett defended the intrusion into Rock Creek 
Park on the theory that the freeway merely would go across the park rather 
than through it, and that only when freeways go through parks do they destroy 
park lands for recreational uses. 

The nature of the distinction, if any, between through and across is by no 
means clear. The Bartholomew line route would enter Rock Creek Park from 
the east at the terminus of Pierce Mill Road (400 feet west of the intersection 
of Klingle Road and Park Road) and would not leave the park until it tunneled 
beneath Connecticut Avenue south of Tilden Street. This is a distance of 
over 1 mile (5,300 feet) and involves such structures as a 75-foot-high bridge 
over Rock Creek Park passing within 500 feet of the historical monument, Pierce 
Mill, and directly over a picnic area now adjoining Rock Creek. The route 
would cross Park Road twice, once 700 feet east of Pierce Mill by means of a 
bridge 20 feet above ground elevation, and once just west of Piney Branch where 
the freeway would be on the surface and Park Road would be elevated by a 
bridge 20 feet high. Over Piney Branch, 150 feet south of the Park Road 
bridge and 250 feet north of Beach Drive, the freeway would add a new bridge 35 
feet above the valley. Virtually all of the 5,300 feet of park land through which 
the Bartholomew line runs is now devoted to trees, trails, bridle paths, parkways, 
and picnic or recreation areas. 

Rock Creek Park was created in the District of Columbia by a special act of 
Congress in 1890 to ‘‘be perpetually dedicated and set apart as a public park or 
pleasure ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people of the United 
States.” (26 Stat. 492, D.C. Code Ann. sec. 8-146 (1951).) Subject to this 
limitation and purpose, the National Park Service is authorized to plan and 
prepare parkways for driving, bridle paths for riding, and paths for walking. 
(26 Stat. 495 (1890), D.C. Code Ann. sec. 8-148 (1951).) This legislation limits 
any construction or improvements in Rock Creek Park to “such conveniences as 
are required in a park which is set apart for the pleasure and enjoyment” of 
the people of the United States, and it prohibits any diversion of park lands for 
other public uses such as reservoirs. Uses of the park land must be consistent 
with the act of Congress that dedicated the land “as a public park for the 
ae = the whole people of the United States.” (23 Op. Atty. Gen. 556 
(1897). 

Under the 1890 act, clearly no Interstate System truck-and-automobile freeway 
could be built that intruded on Rock Creek Park (whether it went across or 
through the park) unless Congress consented by amending the act of 1890. This 
legal impediment alone would appear to render the proposed Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor impracticable for the location of Interstate System Route 70-S. Cer- 
tainly the construction of a 1-mile-long freeway, carrying interstate trucks, 
cannot be found consistent with the perpetual dedication of this land “as a 
public park or pleasure ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people of 
the United States.” So far as is known, neither the Planning Commission which 
proposed the Wisconsin Avenue corridor nor the Bureau of Public Roads which 
now favors it has faced up to this legal obstacle. On the other hand, this inva- 
sion of park property was one of the reasons cited by the District Highway 
Director and the Board of Commissioners for rejecting a Northwest Freeway 
location for Route 70-S. (Hearings supra, p. 829.) 
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(i) Direct costs—In terms of direct construction costs, the proposed Bar- 
tholomew line route would be 50 percent more expensive per lane-mile than 
would the North Central Freeway. The comparative costs of the two proposals 
are estimated to be as follows: 


North Central Freeway Wisconsin Avenue Route 





Within the District of Columbia_- 
In Maryland. ---.-.---- Coes 


8 |$87, 000, 000 5. 50 4-6 | $84, 000, 000 
6 | 22, 000, 000 ; 6 | 27,000, 000 


Total_-.-- 109, ‘000, 000 |_. egetcnns 1n, 000, 000 


| Miles Lanes Cost Miles Lanes Cost 
| 





1 The district of Columbia Highway Department estimates that if 8 lanes are constructed in marvel the 
total cost of the 2 routes would be the same. 


Source: Comparison of North Central Freeway and Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Route, prepared by the 
District of Columbia Department of Highways. Maryland estimates are attributed to the Maryland State 
Roads Commission; District Wisconsin Avenue estimates to National Capital Planning Commission; 
District North Central Freeway estimates were prepared by D.C. Highway Department. 


The cost within the District would be $3.32 million per lane-mile for the Wis- 
consin Avenue route, which averages 4.6 lines; but only $2.24 million per lane- 
mile for the north central route, which averages 8 lanes. Thus, as is pointed 
out by the D.C. Highway Department’s study, “an 8-lane freeway can be pro- 
vided in the District of Columbia on the north central alinement for approxi- 
mately the same cost as a predominantly 4-lane route in the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor.” 

Mr. Armstrong, on behalf of the Bureau of Public Roads, said he had no reason 
to question Mr. Aitken’s figures on the relative costs of the two freeways. Al- 
though part of the higher cost of the northwest freeway is attributable to 
tunnels that would be unacceptable to the Bureau of Public Roads, there appears 
to be no dispute that its cost would remain substantially higher because of the 
higher land values in the area and the greater construction difficulties imposed 
by the terrain. Furthermore, as already noted, no consideration appears to 
have given to the value of park and other publicly owned lands that would be 
occupied by the northwest freeway. 

(j) Loss of D.C. taves.—In addition to such direct costs, there are indirect 
costs to the public, no less real, involved in the construction of any new freeway, 
particularly in the loss, through condemnation, of property and income taxes. 
Mr. Barnett recognized that any freeway involving the condemning of land for 
rights-of-way and resulting destruction of businesses and private homes causes 
the loss of property taxes and income taxes theretofore realized by the use of 
such land. It was his judgment, however, that this factor should not be con- 
sidered because the losses are offset by new property taxes and income taxes 
resulting from the relocation of the families or business thus affected. 

Such offsets cannot result, however, in the District of Columbia itself. Be- 
cause the entire land area of the District is now developed, displaced families 
or businesses can relocate only by moving to a new jurisdiction (Maryland 
or Virginia) or “bumping” some other family or business to the suburbs. This 
type of debasement of the tax support for the District is of growing concern to 
many, for already only 47 percent of the entire land area of the District pays 
taxes for the support of its government and services and fully 30 percent of the 
entire land area is now devoted to streets, freeways, and other highways. Mr. 
Barnett frankly recognized that, in this circumstance, the construction of a 
freeway in the District would mean an absolute loss of tax revenues for the 
District that would be offset, if at all, only by gains for Maryland and Virginia. 
Still, he insisted, the Bureau of Public Roads considers that a metropolitan area 
is the important unit, not the corporate city, and that the Bureau therefore was 
not inclined to consider the effects on local taxes arising from the location of 
freeways. 

(k) Effect on mass transit development.—Another indirect cost, no less real, 
is the effect that any new freeway will have on existing or planned public mass 
transit. Congressional legislation is now pending to authorize the construction 
of a rapid-rail-transit subway system which would iniclude lines in both the 
Wisconsin Avenue and north central corridors. To the extent that any freeway 
diverts present or potential traffic from mass transit facilities, the freeway 
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undermines the economic health of those facilities. Such injury is at the ulti- 
mate expense of the public, which must provide increased fares, subsidy, or both. 
In this connection, Engineer Commissioner Welling testified before the Joint 
Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems last November as follows: 

“Within the District there have been from some public quarters marked and 
valid objections to certain new highway proposals of the plan (transportation 
plan), and the majority of the Board of Commissioners has stated objections to 
one such proposal (Wisconsin Avenue corridor freeway). On the other hand. the 
public may be disposed to welcome a subway system; so would the Commis- 
sioners. 

* * a * tJ * s 


“We would like to elaborate on some of the above points. If rapid transit rail 
lines such as projected in the plan are to be built or seriously considered for con- 
struction, then in the interest of overall economy, automobile expressways en- 
compassing the rapid transit rail lines should be deferred. 

“The companion expressways themselves should not be provided unless and 
until it be established that the rail system plus the other highway network in the 
area cannot accommodate the transportation load.” (Hearings supra, pp. 834, 
841.) 

Such comments would appear particularly pertinent to the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor where, according to the Planning Commission’s own estimates of 1980 
traffic, the needs for additional highway capacity are marginal. In the north 
central corridor, however, with a demand twice as large, the constructio’ a 
freeway would appear to pose less serious problems of undermining the projected 
rapid-rail-transit subway system. Present estimates of future traffic indicate 
that, if any corridor can economically support two such competing arteries as a 
freeway and a subway, it is the north central corridor. 

The Bureau of Public Roads appears to concede the need for improved rapid 
transit facilities. Mr. Armstrong stated, “We don’t assume that transportation 
needs must be solved only by highways. We recognize that there must be a bal- 
anced transportation system.” He also noted that the Bureau had supported 
pending legislative proposals to create a subway system for the National Capital 
region. Nevertheless, no evidence has been found that the Bureau of Public 
Roads has considered the relative adverse impact on the planned subway facili- 
ties presented by the alternate Wisconsin Avenue and North Carolina Route 
70-S proposals. 

(1) Views of Maryland and District Governments—Under the Federal-Aid 
Highways Act, the responsibility for decisions on the location of the Interstate 
System rests primarily upon the adjoining States, in this instance Maryland and 
the District of Columbia. Nevertheless, the Bureau of Public Roads apparently 
lacks information on the actual positions of the two jurisdictions. 

At the May 18, 1960, meeting, both Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett emphati- 
cally stated that the State of Maryland “for years has favored the Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor.” Mr. Barnett indicated that this historic position of Maryland 
and the lack of agreement with the District had been one of the basic reasons 
for the meeting on March 17, 1960, between Messrs. Tallamy, Finley, Funk, and 
Aitken. The basis for this belief by the Bureau of Public Roads is not clear. As 
far as is known, the Wisconsin Avenue corridor has been officially rejected by 
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, which has juris- 
diction over initiating highway plans in Montgomery County. Any doubts that 
the Bureau of Public Roads may have had in the past, however, must certainly 
have been removed by now. On May 12, 1960, the M-NCPPC directed its staff 
to prepare plans for the location of Route 70-S in the north central corridor ; 
and its vice chairman, Mr. J. Newton Brewer, was quoted as being very critical 
of the Federal Highway Administrator “dictating” to Maryland that it use the 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor, which had been studied in hearings and rejected by 
the Maryland planners (Washington Star, May 12, 1960, p. B-1.) On the next 
day, Mr. John B. Funk, Maryland director of highways, announced at a press 
conference that he would press for the location of Route 70-S in the north cen- 
tral corridor rather than the Wisconsin Avenue corridor (Washington Star, 
May 13, 1960, p. B-8). 

Mr, Barnett also professed surprise at, and claimed he had not heard of, 
the fact that the District Commissioners had consistently opposed the Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor for Route 70-S. Although aware of the District Highway De- 
partment’s opposition to the use of this corridor, Mr. Barnett claimed that he 
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had not seen the “Comparison of North Central Freeway and Wisconsin Avenue 
Corridor Route” prepared by that Department. 

This lack of communication between the Bureau of Public Roads and the local 
government agencies or commissions with legal responsibility for the location 
of interstate highways is underlined by statements which both Mr. Armstrong 
and Mr. Barnett made on the significance of the March 17 “directive” from Mr. 
Tallamy to Messrs. Funk and Aitken. Mr. Armstrong insisted, “We have no 
ax to grind except to see the law is objectively carried out. All that the Bureau 
has said is that the District and Maryland should give the Wisconsin Avenue 
corridor more careful study. We do not believe that there has been sufficient 
study given to this route.” Mr. Barnett added that he felt that, if the District 
Commissioners can demonstrate, on the basis of studies, that any location out- 
side the Wisconsin Avenue corridor is better, Mr. Tallamy would not stand in 
their way. 

This stated willingness to give deference to the studied judgments of the Dis- 
trict and Maryland government officials as to what constitutes a route “as 
direct as practicable” differs substantially from newspaper reports which repre- 
sented the Bureau of Public Roads as shutting the door on any location outside 
the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. It also supports the inference that, in making 
his March 17 “directive” to Maryland and the District to submit estimates based 
on the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, the Federal Highway Administrator was un- 
familiar with the fact that both Maryland and the District had given this 
corridor full and careful study and appraisal and were in full agreement that it 
was not practicable. This breakdown in communications is regrettable. If the 
statements of Messrs. Armstrong and Barnett—that the Bureau of Public 
Roads is not “committed” to the Wisconsin Avenue corridor and that the local 
governments similarly are not “committed”—are taken at face value, the so- 
called directive of March 17 appears to have been based upon a rather un- 
fortunate lack of knowledge by the Bureau of Public Roads of the extent to 
which Maryland and the District had already given full study to the Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor and had already found it totally impracticable. 

Finally, Messrs. Armstrong and Barnett repeatedly stated that, even if Mary- 
land and the District were to submit cost estimates this summer based upon 
the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, this submission would constitute no future 
commitment or limitation on Maryland or the District. Messrs. Armstrong and 
Barnett said several times that the local governments would remain free to 
program engineering studies for the North Central corridor as well and ulti- 
mately to decide upon the North Central corridor if it appeared to be the route 
best fitting the statutory test of “as direct as practicable.” Such indefinite as- 
surances, however, would not seem to justify the apparent prejudgment by the 
Bureau of Public Roads reflected by its “directive” of March 17, 1960, that the 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor be used for present cost estimates. If the studies 
of Maryland and the District have already persuaded both jurisdictions that a 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor route would not be practicable, it is of limited 
consolation that cost estimates based thereon may not be binding. The funds 
needed to survey and engineer the 70-S connection would be better devoted to 
the study of locations acceptable to both jurisdictions in the North Central 
corridor. The mere fact that engineering studies continue on the Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor can cause uncertainty and financial hardship to the schools 
and institutions and hundreds of families that would be adversely affected by 
such a route. The revised cost estimates for Route 70—-S submitted to Congress 
next year should reflect the routing preferred by Maryland and the District, not 
one they have rejected. 

This is not only a matter of sound public administration but even more im- 
portantly a matter of proper administration of the Federal-Aid Highways Act. 
Although the act clearly gives to the States the initiative regarding route selec- 
tion, the present position of the Bureau of Public Roads in regard to the 70-S 
link into Washington has tended to induce cost estimates for a corridor not 
acceptable to the District and Maryland. Admittedly, this corridor could later 
be abandoned in favor of a route in the corridor preferred by the two jurisdic- 
tions—provided, of course, that they can satisfy the Bureau as to the accept- 
ability of the preferred route. But this procedure rests on an improper transfer 
of initial authority over corridor selection, for such authority has, in this situa- 
tion, been transferred from the States, where Congress put it, to the Federal 
Bureau. This procedure places on the States the burden of showing acceptability 
of the route under the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highways Act—a burden 
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that can be as difficult or as impossible to overcome as Federal officials may 
choose to make it. Instead, under the act, Maryland and the District should be 
free to select any route location except one which the Federal Bureau can show 
is clearly not in conformity with the standards of the act. In the present case, 
no such showing has been made by the Bureau: the only factor cited by it against 
the North Central Freeway is its slightly longer distance—a factor that could 
have no controlling significance since the Bureau had previously accepted the 
still longer Potomac River routing; otherwise, the Bureau appears either un- 
aware of, or offers no refutation to, the numerous considerations leading the 
local authorities to reject the Wisconsin Avenue corridor in favor of the North 
Central corridor. 

Part of the apparent confusion in the Bureau of Public Roads over the Mary- 
land and District position and studies appears to arise from the fact that repre- 
sentatives from the National Capital Planning Commission, unwilling to 
abandon a proposal rejected by the District Commissioners, have gone directly 
to the Bureau of Public Roads in an effort to find support for the Planning Com- 
mission’s views. Both Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett, though familiar with 
the Planning Commission’s proposals and studies, were not aware that these 
proposals (insofar as they involved a Northwest Freeway) had been rejected by 
the Board of D.C. Commissioners, or that these studies had been found wanting, 
or that the D.C. Commissioners and the District Highway Department had 
already fully documented the basic reasons for concluding that only a North 
Central location would be “as direct as practicable.” 

THOMAS L. FARMER, 
Chairman, Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning. 


NorTHWEST COMMITTEE FOR TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
ERRATA TO JUNE 1, 1960, ‘REPORT ON LOCATION OF INTERSTATE ROUTE 70-8” 


Page 6, line 6: Change “an” to “and”. 

Pages 20-21: References to “practical street capacity” should read “ ‘desired 
maximum’ street capacity”, which is 80 percent of the practical capacity. .(See 
Transportation plan, p. 49.) 

Page 21: The figures under “Screen Line I (District Line)” should read 26,250 
(no change), 5,320 (instead of 6,650), 20,930 (instead of 19,600), 2,670 (no 
change) and 18,260 (instead of 16,930). 

As thus corrected, the comparison of the Planning Commission’s 1980 fore- 
cast of peak-hour one-way motor vehicle movements for the two corridors is as 
follows: 


Wisconsin | North Cen- 
corridor tral corridor 


At screen line I: 
Basic assignment 
Diversion to transit (10 to 15 percent) 


RONENO. a cathe dds as tdadenbtncs<abwibaedodsth Ul bovendkatalomtaelee 
Desired maximum street capacity ! 
Balance if 40 percent diversion to transit in both corridors. .....-.--..-.- 
Indicated need for freeways at 1,500 vehicles per lane 
At screen line II: 


Basic assignment 
Diversion to transit (20 percent) 


Desired maximum street capacity ! 


Balance if 40 percent diversion to transit in both corridors. _ 
Indicated need for freeways at 1,500 vehicles per lane 


1 Desired maximum is computed at 80 percent of practical capacity. 


Senator Case. I know Senator Muskie has read it. I read it last 
“ught. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the record. 
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Mr. Craia. I would like briefly to summarize the conclusions of 
the Northwest Committee for Transportation Planning, plus the testi- 
mony of Mr. Draper and Mr. Sexton, planning experts, who have 
kindly provided us with the benefit of their experience and expert 
judgment on this problem. 

Briefly, we come to two primary conclusions. 

First, we conclude that the Federal-Aid Highways Act as it is now 
drafted, and without further amendment, not only authorizes but 
indeed properly requires that the Bureau of Public Roads give con- 
trolling weight to the decision of the local Maryland and District au- 
thorities that Route 70-S should be located in the north central rather 
than Wisconsin Avenue corridor. 

We make this statement after analysis of both the statute and the 
relevant facts. The act requires that the Interstate System shall con- 
nect the principal metropolitan areas by routes “as direct as prac- 
ticable.” I wish to stress the word “practicable.” It does not say as 
direct as “possible,” but rather as direct as “practicable.” 

That word necessarily involves a judgment or determination by 
those responsible Government officials closest to the facts as to what 
routes are, or are not, practicable. It is clear under the act that such 
a decision is intended to be initiated and made by the local State au- 
thorities, for the act says that the routes “shall be selected by joint 
action of the State highway departments of each State and the adjoin- 
ing States.” In this instance, that means the Maryland and District 
highway directors. 

‘Similarly, under the act, the Bureau of Public Roads has no author- 
ity to select routes; its powers are limited to the power of approval. 
And where, as here, both Maryland and the District have independ- 
ently decided that the Wisconsin Avenue corridor is impracticable and 
that the north central corridor is as direct as practicable, that deci- 
sion should be approved. 

Parenthetically, I should point out that the Planning Commission 
and the Regieusl Planning Council, that you have just heard, have no 
statutory authority to decide the location of routes. Under section 6 
of the National Capital Planning Act, the Planning Commission does 
have authority to recommend to the Commissioners a so-called thor- 
oughfare plan but such plans are subject to approval and adoption by 
the Commissioners. In this case, the very route which was described 
extensively to you today was proposed to the Commissioners in May 
of last year and was rejected by them. It is not part of the approved 
transportation plan of the District of Columbia or its environs. 

There would be no reason for further delay, Senator Case, if the 
conclusions and judgment of both Maryland and the District were 
allowed to progress as contemplated under existing law. The diffi- 
culty arose when—and I will have to be frank here—when the Plan- 
ning Commission, unhappy with the decision of the District Com- 
missioners and the District Highway Department, unhappy with the 
decision of the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission, sought to go around the authority of the Maryland and Dis- 
trict governments directly to the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Gingery pointed out that the Baker study was submitted to the 
Bureau of Public Roads last summer. It was not, however, supplied 
to the authorities who are responsible for making the highway de- 
cisions in the District or Maryland. Apparently, the Bureau of Pub- 
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lic Roads was therefore approached not by the District and Mary- 
land Highway Departments, whose authority it is to make these de- 
cisions, but instead by the Planning Commission seeking to overturn 
the decisions of the local agencies. 

Our second conclusion is that the decisions of both the Maryland 
Highway Director, supported by the Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission, and the Board of District Commissioners, 
supported by their Highway Director, are fully in accord with the 
facts. Ten separate factors can be listed. 

One, distance: The Wisconsin route would be slightly shorter than 
the north central corridor—by 1.5 miles. Much has been said about 
that, it is true, but it is overlooked that the north central corridor is 
two-thirds of a mile shorter than the Potomac River route that the 
Bureau of Public Roads approved in 1958. And we see no credible 
basis for the Bureau of Public Roads approving a route in 1958 and 
then refusing to approve a road which is two-thirds of a mile shorter. 

Senator Case. That point was made in the June 1 statement. 

Mr. Craia. Yes. 

Without explaining the other 10 factors in detail, because they are 
all set forth in the memorandum, you will recall there are the factors 
of terrain and truck climbing lanes and tunnels. Despite the fact that 
the Planning Commission approve them, we find they are unacceptable 
to the Bureau of Public Roads—the number of lanes, and the cost. 

Senator Casz. What do you base that on, that the tunnels are not 
acceptable to the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Craic. On the meetings, Senator Case, held May 10 and May 
18, 1960, with Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Barnett of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, where this factor was asked them; explicitly we were 
advised at the second of those meetings that the Bureau of Public 
Roads could not approve the tunnels as proposed by the Planning 
Commission because it could not justify that cost. 

We were also told that four lanes, which the Planning Commission 
talks about, would be ridiculous in a city the size of Washington; that 
an interstate freeway should be at least six lanes in width, 

A further factor pointed out in the memorandum is the relative 
commuter needs in the two corridors. 

Attached to the June 1 report, is a one-page summary of the traffic 
estimates—and these are the estimates of the Planning Commission 
itself—which show that the peak hour auto traffic demand is twice 
as heavy in the north central as in the northwest corridor. If 40 
percent of all commuters were attracted or diverted to subway systems 
planned for both corridors, not a single new highway lane would be 
required in the northwest, whereas still, there would be need for 8 
to 14 lanes in the north central corridor. 

It is also apparently conceded that the north central corridor would 
better meet trucking needs, not only because of the trucking lanes 
that would be a problem in the northwest but also because the north 
central corridor is closer to the commercial and warehouse areas. 

Senator Casz. Are you familiar with the restrictions on the use of 
the highway in Maryland, which is shown by that little green mark 
with the broken red line above it, between Pooks Hill junction and 
the point at which the north central corridor would take off? Are you 
familiar with the restrictions there on truck traffic? 
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Mr. Craic. Yes, am, Your Honor. I understand there is an infor- 
mal agreement with the Park Service at the present time, that only 
automobile and bus traffic will be permitted on that stretch of the 
highway. However, it has already been legally determined that that 
can be opened to trucks. A lawsuit was brought in the case of Stevens 
v. Bartholomew, seeking to enjoin the Planning Commission from 
opening that to trucks and the district court upheld the Planning 
Commission’s authority to permit trucks to operate on that route. 

It was reversed on appeal but on other grounds, namely, the lack 
of joinder of a necessary party—the Maryland Planning Commis- 
sion—but the lower court’s decision has been the only legal determina- 
tion on the issue. 

We understand from the Park Service and the Planning Commis- 
sion, and all that we have been able to reach, that inevitably when the 
outer belt is completed, trucks will be permitted on that stretch. That 
does not avoid what we believe to be an original mistake in planning; 
that that segment was used for part of the Capital Beltway in the 
first place. 

Senator Casr. The only reason I bring it in here is because of your 
observation with regard to the truck situation. 

Mr. Crata. It is 2 miles out of about 84 of the entire outer beltway, 
all of which would otherwise be open to trucks. 

The effect on park land has also not been cited today. We feel that 
is vitally important. 

The north central route would not require any new construction in 
parks in this area. The Capital Beltway, which you already men- 
tioned, is already built, or will be built, in any event. The Wisconsin 
Avenue corridor, however, would take over 2 miles of public lands, 
and over a mile of that would be in a stretch of park crossing Rock 
Creek and Hazen Parks, between Connecticut Avenue and Mount 
Pleasant. Now, this crossing of Rock Creek Park right next to the 
Pierce Mill picnic area, is in our judgment, prohibited by existing 
law. Rock Creek Park within the District of Columbia, down to the 
Z00, Was created by a special act of Congress in 1890, which dedicated 
that land in perpetuity to the people of the United States for one 
purpose, and one purpose only. That is, as a park or public pleasure 
ground. Whatever purpose the freeway serves, it certainly does not 
fit this limitation imposed by Congress 70 years ago. 

Senator Case. Well, would that same objection have entered with 
the Calvert Street crossing? 

Mr. Crate. That is not in Rock Creek Park, as defined by this 
statute. 

Senator Casr. What about Porter? 

Mr. Crata. It goes from the northern limits of the zoo to the Dis- 
trict line. There is separate legislation dealing with the areas of Rock 
Creek Park, so-called, and the zoo, to the south thereof. 

Tax losses is another factor that apparently has not been evaluated 
but was considered by the District in rejecting the Northwest Freeway. 

The Northwest Freeway will result in a severe loss not only of the 
property taxes but also of income and sales taxes to the District of 
Columbia, since it would mean taking a wide belt of land now bene- 
ficially used for residential areas and successful business areas. 
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Finally, its effect on rapid transit. A freeway in the Wisconsin 
Avenue Corridor would seriously undermine rapid transit. This in 
effect, is a fundamental reason for the Bible committee’s unanimous 
action. A subway line is also planned in the North Central Corridor 
but because of the demand in the central area, which is twice as great, 
if any corridor can support the competing services of subway and 
arterial freeway, it re appear that it would be the north central 
area. 

There is one point I would like to emphasize. The fundamental 
issue is not whether Route 70-S should be a freeway in the northwest 
or in the north central, but whether there should be two freeways or 
one. I mention this because I heard argued today, that those oppos- 
ing a Wisconsin Avenue Freeway and urging the selection of the North 
Central Corridor are simply trying to put the freeway in somebody 
else’s backyard. 

This is wrong and it is also unfair because all of the planners that 
T know of, the State of Maryland, the District Commissioners, the 
District Highway Department, and all the planning agencies are in 
unanimous agreement that a North Central Freeway has to be built 
to meet the present needs in the area. There is no such agreement on 
the Wisconsin Avenue routing. The responsible Maryland planning 
agencies, and the Maryland highway director, the responsible local 
officials, the District Commissioners and their highway director, have 
all been unanimous in rejecting any such freeway. 

The real question, therefore, is whether there should be just the 
North Central Freeway in which case it would be 70-S, or whether 
there be two huge freeways, both the North Central and the Northwest 
and on this Maryland and the District residents appear agreed there 
should be only one. In our judgment, a Wisconsin Saeneae would be 
a monument to waste and destruction. At a time when Washington 
needs urban renewal and prevention of any new blight to halt the flight 
to the suburbs, it would subject the one major area of the District that 
has escaped decay to the destruction of parks, playgrounds, schools, 
hospitals, churches, and private homes that only an auto and truck 
highway can cause. The District Commissioners deserve the full 
support of Congress and the area’s residents to hold down further 
encroachment. 

If, in this instance, the combined judgment of Maryland and the 
District cannot stop the construction of a freeway that is neither 
needed nor wanted, then, most certainly, the Federal-Aid Highways 
Act should be amended to clarify the intent of Congress. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. BARR, JR., CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES OF SIDWELL FRIENDS SCHOOL 


Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lyle is not here. 


Senator Case. We have a letter from Mr. Lyle, that may be inserted 
in the record. 


(The letter is as follows :) 
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THE SIDWELL FRIENDS SCHOOL, 


Washington, D.C., June 14, 1960. 
Senator FRANCIS CASE, 


Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CASE: The Sidwell Friends School unconditionally opposes the 
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor routing of the Northwest Freeway-Interstate Route 
70-S for the following major reasons : 

1. The routing of either a depressed highway or a “cut and cover” tunnel 
through, under, or adjacent to the north end of the Sidwell Friends School prop- 
erty would cause a major disruption during the years of construction and would 
represent a continuing hazard and annoyance in subsequent years. Predictable 
consequences that would adversely affect the school are high noise levels, exces- 
sive vibration from truck and automobile traffic, noxious fumes, and the poten- 
tial destruction of access roads, existing buildings, and sites of future facilities 
all essential to carrying forward the normal educational services of the school. 

2. As a responsible representative of the community and as an outstanding 
educational institution serving the larger community of the Nation’s Capital for 
77 years, the school is unwilling to see so many fine residential areas and primary 
educational and charitable institutions blighted or permanently harmed unneces- 
sarily. We reject the excessive cost (as compared with the alternate route 
recommended by both the District of Columbia and the Maryland highway 
departments), oppose the further defacement of valuable park facilities, and 
decry the increased tax burden that would be caused by condemnation of 
property with an annual valuation of at least $8 million. 

3. We further reject the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor proposal because of the 
volume of expert opinion which holds that it will not solve traffic congestion 
problems in the Northwest and nearby Maryland. There is a strong consensus 
among such experts, both here and in other cities, that the solution of urban 
transportation problems lies in more and better rapid transit, and that at worst 
the “auto dominant” systems should involve expressways in areas otherwise 
marked for development or slum clearance. 

In summary, the Sidwell Friends School considers the Wisconsin Avenue Cor- 


ridor the least desirable of the major plans under discussion and wholeheartedly 

advocates no unalterable steps in the direction of its construction until the most 

suitable and equitable solution to long-range traffic problems can be determined. 
The patrons of the Sidwell Friends School, through the official body of the 

parents association, fully endorse the school’s position as expressed herein. 
Respectfully submitted, 


Rosert 8S. Lyte, Headmaster. 


Mr. Barr. The letter expresses the position of the school, as mem- 
bers of the Northwest community, both as members of the community 
and as the school. 

I am not going to read the letter, because you have it before you. I 
don’t see any need to. 

If it is all right with you, I would like to make a couple of remarks. 

One is that the effect of highways and the possible condemnation of 
land on institutions is entirely different from that on private homes. 
I think Mr. Finley feels it is an achievement to have been able to direct 
this route from the vicinity of Tenley Circle over to the inner loop, 
without interfering with a great many private homes. 

I would like to say that if you are living in a private home, and you 
don’t like it, you can move to another. If you are an institution, such 
as we are, it has taken us a great many years to accumulate this land. 
There has been a lot of money put into it. There are plans afoot for 
the development of it, and it has been developed, and if the road 
which we have not really been advised as to the size of, we really have 
no knowledge; we only sees it is a threat to the northern area of that 
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land, so we are helpless. It has already affected the development of 
the school. We had a badly needed development of our science labora- 
tory, which is right on the northern edge of the northern boundary. 
We have delayed that. We do not know how we will be affected by 
this proposal. I just wanted to bring this out. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Barr, what you have just said illustrates the 
point that has come up two or three times today. That is that. uncer- 
tainty is one of the problems here, and my personal feeling is that the 
sooner a decision is made, and a firm decision is made, probably the 
better for all concerned, regardless of what the decision is. 

Mr. Barr. I certainly have no expert advise to give or opinion to 
give, because I am not an expert. I just wanted to call attention to the 
fact that just because a route can be directed around or over an 
institution, is not necessarily, to my mind, an escape. We are very 
close to the Home for Incurables. A cursory glance will show how 
close we are, and this particular project would affect both institutions 
greatly and unavoidably. 

I have nothing further to say but I did want to bring that to your 
attention. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Mr. Barr, and you may tell 
Mr. Lyle we have his statement. 

Is Mrs. Dawson present ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JAMES DAWSON, WASHINGTON HOME FOR 
INCURABLES 


Mrs. Dawson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Mrs. James Dawson, president of the board of managers of the Wash- 
ington Home for Incurables, at 3720 Upton Street, in Washington. 

We are deeply grateful for your committee’s kind invitation to the 
home’s board of managers to express its view on interstate Route 70-S, 
the proposed Northwest Freeway. The board has asked that I respond 
to this invitation with this brief statement. 

We are, of course, deeply concerned about the proposal by the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission, of the so-called Northwest free- 
way, a radial freeway which would run from Tenley Circle across 
Rock Creek Park to the inner loop. The maps of the National Capital 
Planning Commission which have been made available to us, and 
which we have seen published in the Washington press, indicate that 
this freeway would cross Wisconsin Avenue just below Upton Street, 
passing between the Washington Home for Incurables and the Sid- 
well Friends School on its way to cross Rock Creek Park. This would 
mean that the freeway would cut through the present grounds of the 
Home for Incurables, probably destroying the home’s present gar- 
dens, and passing dangerously close to the home itself—which at this 
point stands only 135 feet from the nearest buildings of the Sidwell 
Friends School. This, briefly, is our reason for great concern. 

Senator Case. I wonder if I could interrupt at that point. I am 
wondering, Mr. Finley, if you could give Mrs. Dawson a comment 
on this fear that is the reason for this concern. That is, that the 
freeway, the Northwest freeway, would cut through the present 
grounds of the Home for Incurables, and pass dangerously close to 
the home itself. 
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Mr. Fintey. Sir, we already had conferences with the members of 
the board of the home in our office. At that time, we pointed out to 
them that the Planning Commission’s proposal included a tunnel 50 
feet in the ground in rock, which would go under the garden area 
between the Home for Incurables and the Sidwell School, out of 
sight, and without any disturbance. 

We pointed this out carefully to them and both institutions still 
oppose it, I suspect on the ground they don’t believe the tunnel could 
be built, or would be built, or secondly, they simply don’t want to be 
disturbed at all, for which you cannot blame them but we have pointed 
out the facts of the situation as our engineers have laid them out and 
presumably, they have chosen to ignore them. 

Senator Case. I don’t want to interrupt Mrs. Dawson in making 
her statement. I just wanted to have that. 

Mrs. Dawson. I would like to add something to what Mr. Finley 
said. It is true, we had conversations with both Mr. Bartholomew 
and Mr. Finley, and both Mr. Bartholomew and Mr. Finley said they 
could not guarantee that a tunnel would be built. They could specify 
they would recommend it strongly, but they could not guarantee that 
it would be built. 

Now, we do not consider it reasonable then, for them to expect us 
to accept the fact that it will be a tunnel; a tunnel increases the cost 
of this roadway and Congress usually inspects appropriations very 
closely, so we have no reason 

Senator Case. I think your fears and doubts are justified since per- 
haps, we heard a little bit here in asking for a direct statement on 
this. The reason I give is because I understood that they contem- 
plated a tunnel there and the statement has also been made that the 
Bureau of Public Roads would not agree to the tunnel. 

I wonder if Mr. Barnett would like to make any statement or com- 
ment. Would the Bureau of Public Roads, or does the Bureau of 
Public Roads object to the tunnel ? 

Mr. Barnett. The members of the board of the home just had an 
informal discussion with me; to consider that a commitment of the 
public roads is out of the question. We would consider that when 
the engineering analysis is made; not before. 

We are concerned now, not with the details; not with the design. 
The justification for a tunnel would have to be established, just as the 
justification of any other feature would have to be established. 

Senator Case. Do you have any rule against tunnels? 

Mr. Barnett. No, sir. We built lots of tunnels on the Interstate 
System. We build them where justified; whether they are justified 
in this particular location, I don’t know. I don’t know whether this 
location is justified. We have nothing in the Bureau on that. 

Senator Casr. As long as you don’t give a categorical answer, these 
fears will arise, and Mrs. Dawson and others undoubtedly will have 
concern over the proposals, but if you had a firm rule against tunnels 
or for tunnels, it would perhaps shed some light on the situation. In 
any event, Mrs. Dawson, I beg your pardon for interrupting; since 
there were two points here on which some of your concern is based, 
I thought if we could get a clarification, it might be helpful. 

Mrs. Dawson. The Washington Home for Incurables, a quiet 
charitable institution which does not seek publicity, and which does 
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not engage in fundraising campaigns of the usual kind, is not well 
known except among those who love it and serve it. I should like to- 
explain as briefly as possible the character of the home. on 

he Washington Home for Incurables is the only nonsectarian in- 
stitution of its kind in this area. It is a nonprofit institution which 
gives hospital care to 181 seriously ill or disabled chronic patients— 
men, women, and children. They suffer such chronic ailments as 
crippling arthritis, multiple sclerosis, cerebral palsy, incorrectly knit 
bones following falls, paralysis from strokes, heart disease, and many 
others. These patients or their families pay what they can for this 
‘are; many pay nothing, some a nominal amount, and a few the full 
cost of $260 a month. A medical staff and 85 nurses, with the help 
of 80 other employees, operate the home under the direction of its 
board of managers—traditionally made up of 35 outstanding Wash- 
ington women. Its number, in the years since the home’s founding 
in 1889, has included Mrs. Woodrow Wilson, Mrs. Warren Magnu- 
son, Mrs. Robert A. Taft, Mrs. Anne Archbold, Mrs. James Lawrence 
Houghtelling, Mrs. Perle Mesta, Mrs. David Karrick, Mrs. Gordon 
Young, Mrs. Angus Dun, Mrs. Lister Hill, Mrs. Eric Johnston, Mrs. 
Tom Clark, Mrs. David Finley, Mrs. John Foster Dulles, and many 
other devoted women who have helped to make the home the Wash- 
ington institution it is today. Their tireless efforts are essential to 
the home because it could not survive under the burden of its annual 
deficit—which is usually in the neighborhood of $100,000—without 
the service they give. 

Caring, as it does, for the chronically ill of all ages, all levels of 
financial responsibility, and all races, creeds, and colors, “for whom no 
other provision is made elsewhere,” to quote from the home’s original 
charter, this institution is of great service to the District of Columbia. 
It cares, for example, for 32 patients from the Medical Assistance 
Division of the District of Columbia Department of Public Health— 
patients who have nowhere else to go. Because of this, and because 
of other qualities of the home, we receive annual funds from the Dis- 
trict. of Columbia—a tradition begun in 1896, when the first appro- 
priation was made by the Congress for the purpose, then called the 
“U.S. Treasury appropriation.” 

The 181 beds of the home are, of course, not enough to take care of 
all the chronically ill and the aged who would like to come to the home. 
The problem grows more acute every year, as the population curve 
changes, leaving us with ever-increasing numbers of the aged. Be- 
cause of this easily foreseen growth problem, the home owns addi- 
tional property in its near vicinity. It owns the land which extends 
to Wisconsin Avenue in that block of Upton Street—the land on which 
the Safeway store and the U.S. Post Office’s Friendship Station are 
located. The revenue from this property helps to reduce the home’s 
annual deficit. 

This freeway has not been described in any great detail—or per- 
haps, in too great detail. The descriptions and maps we have been able 
to obtain have varied so widely in details as to leave us all puzzled. It 
has been referred to as an eight-lane highway, a six-lane highway, a 
freeway of 150 to 200 feet in width, with median strip and retaining 
walls, and a freeway of only 100 feet width. Our very real concern 
about its effect on the home for incurables, however, is no less real if 
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we accept the minimum dimensions offered, and disregard statements 
that the right-of-way would be 150 to 200 feet wide. This, the maxi- 
mum width we have heard about, would seem impossible in the 135 
feet of space now existing between the home’s main building and the 
nearest buildings of the Sidwell Friends School. But even the mini- 
mum width of 100 feet—which conversely, seems impossible because 
of the Bureau of Public Road’s statement that the freeway must be 
at least six lanes wide—would mean that the edges of this freeway 
would pass within 17 feet of the home’s main building. It is on this 
minimum width that we have based our study of the proposal, and it 
is on this estimate that we base our objections. These objections will 
be the more strenuous if the width is increased to the maximum dimen- 
sion so far projected. 

In studying the proposal, we have consulted our engineers (Kar- 
sunky, Weller & Gooch), our medical staff (headed by our medical 
director, Elbert T. Phelps, M.D., F.A.C.P.) and our financial and 
legal advisers. 

Based on this study and on the counsel we have received from such 
advisers, these are some of our objections to the proposal for the 
Northwest Freeway from Tenley Circle to the inner loop, as we have 
seen it depicted and described. 

1. 1t would, at the least, destroy some of the home’s property which 
could not be replaced. We have already mentioned the rental pro 
erty which helps to reduce our annual deficit and this property might 
well be endangered or eliminated. 

In an age when progress appears to be equated with concrete and 
automobile traffic, a garden may seem a small thing. But the home’s 
garden is important to its patients. Grown slowly over many years, 
with the help of all the area’s garden clubs, it offers not only an in- 
sulating space against noise, but the home’s only contact with the out- 
side world for many of its patients. 

Our engineers tell us that even the minimum dimensions of the 
proposed freeway would make it necessary to move and relocate our 
present boilerhouse, which stands away from the home’s main building 
at the southeast corner, directly in the path of the proposed freeway. 
There is no other possible location for it. 

2. It would imperil the care of our patients. Our medical director, 
Dr. Phelps, has written the following letter on the subject of the effect 
on the patients, and I quote only part of it: 

My feeling and the feeling of the medical staff of the Washington Home for 
Incurables is that the construction activity, the road itself, and the loss of the 
grounds for the use of the patients, will be deleterious to our patients. The 
noise of heavy machinery used during construction will adversely affect our 
numerous (about 180) patients sick with cancer and other incurable and termi- 
nal diseases. An open road with several busy lanes would be a constant hazard. 


Even if the road is covered or made into a tunnel, the beautiful trees and shrubs 
and the fountain would be lost, at least for a long period of time. * * * 


3. It would, if it made our grounds untenable, destroy a large part 
of the home’s usefulness to Washington. It is wholly inconceivable 
that the Washington Home for Incurables should change its location. 
Even if any compensation we might receive would permit rebuilding 
in another place, and it is estimated that our present building would 
cost $5 million to replace, similar land is not available in Washington. 
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But even apart from such an impossibility, there are many other cogent 
reasons why we could not change the home’s location : 

The home could not carry on its work without the devoted help of 
its many volunteers—the Red Cross Gray Ladies, arts and skills per- 
sonnel, nurses’ aids, and others—including its visiting committee and 
the members of its board of managers. All these people, who give so 
generously of their time and their talents, help because the home is 
easily accessible to them. 

This reasoning applies also to our paid staffs, the nurses, practical 
nurses, and other employees, Any move away from the convenient 
bus and trolley routes which make it easy to reach the home would 
make it impossible for the home to obtain the services of the kind of 
skilled help we need on such favorable terms as we now enjoy. 

The home’s convenient location also makes it easy for the families of 
our patients to visit them regularly and frequently. This is of the 
greatest importance in keeping our patients happy and as well as pos- 
sible. The feeling, in a patient of the home, that he or she is not 
isolated is of the very greatest importance to the patient’s welfare. 

Above all, the Washington Home for Incurables simply canont 
afford, in any sense, a removal which would cost far more than we can 
raise. 

The Washington Home for Incurables is, in its 71st year, one of 
Washington’s oldest and most useful charitable institutions. It has 
won the affection and respect of every District of Columbia resident 
who knows of it, and the devoted service of hundreds of volunteers, 
as well as employees. It has earned and kept the high regard of the 
District of Columbia government and of the Congress, both of which 
have testified to this high regard for its service to the community in 
the enduring form of funds for the home’s irreplaceable work among 
the chronically ill of the District. It is also aided by the American 

Jancer Society—because it is among the very few institutions ac- 
cepting terminal cancer patients. 

The home, already making a valiant effort to continue and improve 
the kind of community service which has won it this kind of affection 
and esteem, must not be destroyed for the sake of a roadbuilding pro- 
grams of this kind. 

The board of managers of the home has asked me especially to give 
you its individual and collective thanks for your kindness in allowing 
us to express our feelings in this matter. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mrs. Dawson. 

Colonel Sheppard. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. E. SHEPPARD, COMMITTEE OF 100, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Colonel Sueprarp. I am William E. Sheppard. I represent the 
Committee of 100 on the Federal City, which is a branch of the 
American Planning Civic Association. 

I happen to be, for the moment, the chairman of the special sub- 
committee on roads of the Committee of 100. I would like to say that 
our committee stands firm in its support, wholehearted support, of 
Mr. Aiken of the District Highway Department, and John B. Funk, 
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chairman of the Maryland State Roads Commission. That is to say, 
we support the north central versus the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, 
o-called. 

Contrary to a statement that was made here this afternoon, that 
opposition to the Northwest Freeway was started by a small group of 
residents living on the fringe of Cleveland Park, this is not true. This 
question is a matter of wide concern not only in Washington and in 
Montgomery County; you will find in the Transportation Plan of 
1959, pages 82 and 83, reservations as to inclusion of the Northwest 
freeway in that plan by Commissioners William H. Moss; M. L. 
Reece, John A. Reven, and Brig. Gen. A. C. Welling. 

Our committee favors early planning of a subway. More emphasis 
I think, should have been given today to the feature of the Wisconsin 
Avenue proposal to limit the freeway to four lanes, below Tenley 
Circle, and to depend on the Archbold Parkway for additional lanes. 

This reminds me of the comments of Mr. Bartholomew this after- 
noon in which he likened a highway to a sewer. Well, here we have 
a case where we have a four-lane of a six-lane highway, that narrows 
down into a four-lane freeway. Dependence on ‘the Archbold Park- 
way is somewhat visionary. That proposal is now bogged down in 
litigation, as you all know, and if the Bible bill as amended should 
become law, the Archbold Parkway may never be built. 

Regarding the freeways, we have heard testimony today that not 
one but possibly three radial freeways will be needed to connect 
Route 70-S with downtown Washington. If this is so, the choice 
becomes a matter of priority and every bit of evidence have heard 
in this room today, including that offered by the National Capital 
Planning Commission, confirms and strengthens my belief that the 
north central route should not be assigned the highest priority. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Colonel, That concludes 
the list of witnesses. If there is no one further to testify, the hear- 
ing is declared adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 

(Additional statement received is as follows :) 


THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1960. 
Hon. Pat MCNAMARA, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Committee on Public Works, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCNAMARA: I am submitting the accompanying statement 
with the request that it be included in the report of the hearing of the sub- 
committee presided over by Senator Muskie and Senator Case on June 14. 

Respectfully yours, 


GeorGE J. Srerert, Jr. 
STATEMENT OF GEORGE SIEFERT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is George Siefert. 
I teach Latin and Greek at the Catholic University of America. I respectfully 
ask permission to make before this subcommittee the following statement on 
my own behalf as a property owner in the District and as a resident of almost 
25 years’ standing, who would like to live here for the rest of his life, but also 
on behalf of my friends and neighbors of the Mount Pleasant Citizens’ Asso- 
ciation, in which I have the honor to serve as chairman of the committee on 
parks and highways. 

Having attended the hearing of the subcommittee this morning, I should feel 
remiss in my duty as a representative of the Mount Pleasant Citizens’ Associa- 
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tion, and simply as a citizen of this Nation and a resident of its Capital, if I 
did not raise my voice in answer to some of the statements made by the panel 
that included Messrs. William E. Finley, of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, and Donald E. Gingery, of the National Capital Regional Planning 
Council. Both of these gentlemen are heated proponents of a Wisconsin Ave- 
nue freeway; and while they would like to see as many other freeways con- 
structed as “practicable” (a favorite word of theirs), they will not brook being 
deprived of this one, even though there is a mounting weight of evidence which 
clearly shows that for a roughly equivalent sum a freeway from half again to 
twice as wide (eight lanes against six and four) could be built along the north 
central route, on a straighter line within the District limits, and over less 
difficult terrain, requiring no tunnels and high-level bridges, with less disturb- 
ance to long-established educational institutions and hosiptals, and no spolia- 
tion of parklands: a freeway that would—in addition to providing an alterna- 
tive route into the city from Rockville and Frederick—meet what is admitted 
to be a more pressing immediate need in the Silver Spring and Wheaton areas, 
and that would have the further advantage of directing truck traffic into a 
part of the city nearer to the destination of most of it. These arguments of 
the opposition Mr. Finley meets with an airy assumption of expertise, calling 
for “facts”, as if these were not facts; while Mr. Gingery so far forgets the 
decorum of the place and of the occasion as to dismiss them as “mental gar- 
bage’”—if I correctly heard his angry muttering. Could it be that they are 
afraid that if this project is not quickly railroaded through a busy Congress it 
might finally be squelched, as an alerted citizenry and the Congress itself sees 
more clearly what it would do to this Capital? 

The chief objection that many of us feel to the approach taken by the freeway 
advocates is that they nowhere take cognizance of the unique quality of this 
city, of the character that has earned it its reputation in the past as perhaps 
the most beautiful city in the country, and certainly the most verdant and 
quiet and spacious of our larger cities. Should the whole question of what 
should be done with such a city be left to the judgment of men who profess 
themselves to be primarily highway and traffic engineers—not to mention others 
whose testimony should be read in light of the fact that they are themselves 
real estate speculators with a huge financial interest in the suburban areas 
that would be served by these freeways? Given a free hand, the engineers may 
be competent to move traffic from here to there efficiently enough, at least until 
their “solutions” generate other problems that will have to be solved still more 
drastically. But we persist in asking the question, “Through and into what 
kind of city?” 

The insistence that such freeways be brought in from the suburbs along the 
shortest practicable route seems particularly blind to these qualitative considera- 
tions. The word “practicable,” like the word “feasible,” refers simply to what 
can be done. Whether a thing should be done is quite another and, as some of 
us would feel, a more important question. (Senator Muskie made this point by 
way of an extreme example when he observed from the chair that a freeway 
could be carried through the buildings of the Capitol.) In any case, it is our un- 
derstanding that the language of the pertinent legislation requires that equal 
attention be paid to the interests of the localities through which these freeways 
shall pass. 

To get down to more particular points, Mr. Finley seemed to me to be disin- 
genuous to a degree in the arguments he used against the north central alterna- 
tive to the Wisconsin Avenue route: 


1. The effect of the proposed Wisconsin Avenue freeway on the property tax base 

When questioned by Senator Case as to the effect of a Wisconsin Avenue Free- 
way on the tax base, Mr. Finley answered that only 75 houses would be “af- 
fected” on the west side of the park, then in a lower tone (so low, in fact, that 
it was missed by the reporter from the Daily News: see article in edition of June 
15, p. 11) admitted that 1,100 homes would be “affected” on the east side. As 
over against this, 2,400 homes would be “affected” (or -did he say “destroyed” at 
this point?) along the north central route. Once again, nothing is said about 
the quality, the size, and the state of upkeep of these homes. A min’s home is 
his home, to be sure, of whatever sort it may be; but such considerations do have 
to do with the tax base, which is what Mr. Finley was being asked about; and 
he takes them amply into account with regard to Georgetown. 

A still more fundamental objection to this answer is that by the word “affect” 
Mr. Finley means “demolish.” It is absurd to suppose that properties for some 
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dlistance on either side of such a freeway, and then by contagion whole neighbor- 
hoods, will not be adversely affected by it. With the exception of Georgetown, 
the farther Northwest is the only considerable portion of the District that is not 
marked by blight, in advanced or incipient stages. The proposed Wisconsin Ave- 
nue Freeway would slash through th.s area in a manner which, as even its most 
ardent advocates cannot honestly deny, would initiate the process of deteriora- 
tion in this quarter also. No one will by preference live near, or maintain a 
fine residence within sight, sound, or smell of, such a multilane, interstate, all- 
purpose freeway. This deterioration would soon be reflected in a reduced tax 
base of property values. 

Furthermore, that only 75 houses to the west of the park—to say nothing of 
the 1,100 to the east—would be demolished (as we should put it) by this free- 
way is to be explained partly by their size, partly by the fact that so much of 
the area that would be traversed belongs to institutions, public or private, or is 
comprised in public parks. While the diversion of such lands from their present 


uses may not affect the tax base directly, these institutions and these parks do 


represent great and in some instances irreplaceable values of another sort; and 
again, the blighting of the neighborhoods contiguous to them will most assuredly 
affect the tax base, even if that were the only thing to be considered. On the 


other hand, a large part of the area through which the North Central Freeway 


would pass is in fact already marked by blight in varying degrees. It was Sena- 


tor Case, I believe, who made the wise observation that a freeway brought into 


the city should “clear out a blighted area, not create one.” 


2. The relative cost of the Wisconsin Avenue and of the North Central Freeways 


In disputing the virtual equivalence of cost as between the two proposed free- 
ways, which had been pointed out by the Chief of the District Highway Depart- 
ment, Mr. Aitken, Mr. Finley made much of the fact that the estimate for the 
North Central Freeway did not include the cost of widening the Capital Beltway 
from Wisconsin Avenue to Silver Spring. With reference to the equally pertinent 
question whether the cost of the Glover-Archbold spur of the Wisconsin Avenue 
Freeway was included in the estimated cost of the latter, it required cross- 


examination to elicit from him the admission that it was not. 


Similarly, in speaking of the portion of the north central route beyond the 
District line, Mr. Finley emphasized, without much specification, the difficulties 
of bringing a freeway “in along the tracks”—which is just where many of us 
feel that these noisy eyesores should be. With reference to the Wisconsin Avenue 
route he makes light of the long tunnels that would have to be bored through 
hills (if open cuts are to be avoided), of the extra lateral lanes that would be 
required to keep truck traffic from slowing down the passenger cars on the 
steep gradients that mark the terrain in the valley of Rock Creek, and of the 
high-level bridges that would have to be built to carry the freeway over the 
park itself—where many of us who recognize the unique value of this last re- 
maining expanse of natural verdure within the city limits feel such a freeway 
should never go. 


3. The effect of a Wisconsin Avenue freeway on Rock Creek Park 


Among his objections to the alternative north central route, Mr. Finley, with 
a sudden concern for the value of parklands, declared that the widening of 
the Capital Beltway (to which we have referred under the previous heading) 
would involve the ruination of the part of Rock Creek Park which it would 
traverse. We might point out that the road in question is already there, and 
that it is not a thing of such beauty that the mere widening of it would be dis- 
astrous to the relatively uninteresting bottomlands through which it passes. As 
everyone who knows the park will admit, the valley of Rock Creek in those 
more distant reaches widens out and loses the character of a deep and pictur- 
esque ravine, boulder strewn and bordered with outcropping cliffs, so remarkable 
farther downstream in the stretch between Military Road and the confluence of 
the creek with Piney Branch, just north of the National Zoological Gardens. 
This is the area of Pierce Mill, and of what was for many years the nature 
center; of the large and much frequented playground below Pierce Mill, where 
the Melvin Hazen Park debouches into the valley, and—to mention a small but 
significant thing—of the stone seat erected in memory of the French Ambassador 
Jusserand, whose favorite spot in the park this was. And this is the area that 
would be cut up by a freeway which, in the great bend it would make at this 
point (as at so many others) would have to cross the park in two places. Not only 
is this part of the park extremely beautiful in its own right (as anyone who will 
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take the trouble to go and look at it with anything but a traffic engineer’s eye 
might see for himself), but relatively its value is greater in direct proportion to 
the ever-increasing congestion of the city around it. Such natural beauty in the 
very midst of a city of such size is a rare thing in the world, and certainly it 
constitutes one of the chief charms of Washington. It is an asset which once 
destroyed could never, absolutely never, be restored. These are points which 
it seems to us should be of especial interest to you as Senators, inasmuch as it 
was by act of Congress (Statutes-at-large, vol, 26, p. 492, Sept. 27, 1890; see 
also Opinions of Attorney General, vol. 21, p. 566, July 8, 1897) that this incom- 
parable valley was “‘secured and * * * perpetually dedicated and set apart as 
a public park or pleasure ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people 
of the United States,” to be protected in perpetuity from encroachment and 
spoliation. 

Over and above these specific points of disagreement, the question arises 
whether those residents and citizens who are interested in conserving and en- 
hancing the beauty of the Nation’s Capital are to receive any help and en- 
couragement in responsible quarters, or whether a process is to be initiated 
which will end with another large section of the District earmarked for slum 
clearance and rehabilitation. 

A great city, and still more the Capital of a great Nation, is a rich complex 
representing the whole gamut of human interests. It would seem that no really 
reasonable man would demand that all other interests be sacrificed to the 
exigencies of the private automobile and of the trucking industry. A really 
forward-looking and imaginative intelligence might entertain the idea that if 
motor transportation requires the wholesale destruction of residential values, 
the spoliation of parklands, and the gutting of large areas in the hearts of our 
cities to provide parking space, some other means of transit and of transport 
within cities may have tu be devised. And a spirit of democratic fairness might 
suppose that, pending some such radical solution, the drivers of private auto- 
mobiles will put up with some part of the inconvenience they help to cause, 
and not expect everything else to fall before them. 

For these and other reasons (for a fuller setting forth of which I would refer 
to the statement that I made before the Joint Committee on Washington Metro- 
politan Problems on November 12, 1959, to be found on pages 732-735 of the 
report), the Mount Pleasant Citizens’ Association, with the unanimous concur- 
rence of the Northwest Council of Citizens’ Associations, urges that the Bible- 
Broyhill bill (S. 3193 and H.R. 11135), with its moratorium on the construction 
of freeways in the further Northwest pending the development of a rapid transit 
system in this area, be reported favorably without further amendment as 
promptly as possible, in order that it may be enacted into law at this session of 
Congress. 


x 








